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CITY OF EASTVALE 

CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
 

Rosa Parks Elementary School 
13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, CA 92880 

Wednesday, July 13, 2016, at 6:30 P.M. 
 

City Council 
Ike Bootsma, Mayor 

Joseph Tessari, Mayor Pro Tem 
 

Councilmembers 
Clint Lorimore; Adam Rush; Richard Simmons 

  

Michele Nissen, City Manager 
John Cavanaugh, City Attorney 

Marc Donohue, City Clerk 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER   
 
2. ROLL CALL/INVOCATION/PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 
Invocation led by Associate Pastor David Coronado with Vantage Point Church 
 

3. PRESENTATIONS/ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 

At this time, the City Council may recognize citizens and organizations that have made significant 
contributions to the community and it may accept awards on behalf of the City. 
 
3.1 Erin Sasse, League of California Cities – Legislative Update 

 
3.2 WRCOG – Streetlight Presentation 
 
3.3 Certificates of Appreciation – City Volunteers 
 
3.4 Public Safety Commission Update 

 
4. STUDENT LIAISON REPORT  
 

4.1 Update by Desiree Diaz, Student Liaison 
 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT 
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This is the time when any member of the public may bring a matter to the attention of the Mayor and the 
City Council that is within the jurisdiction of the City Council.  The Ralph M. Brown act limits the 
Mayor’s, City Council’s and staff’s ability to respond to comments on non-agendized matters at the time 
such comments are made.  Thus, your comments may be agendized for a future meeting or referred to staff.  
The City Council may discuss or ask questions for clarification, if desired, at this time. Although voluntary, 
we ask that you fill out a “Speaker Request Form”, available at the side table.  The completed form is to be 
submitted to the City Clerk prior to being heard.  Public comment is limited to two (2) minutes each with a 
maximum of six (6) minutes. 

 
6. CONSENT CALENDAR 
  

Consent Calendar items are normally enacted in one motion.  The Mayor or City Council may remove a 
Consent Calendar item for separate action.  Public comment is limited to two (2) minutes each with a 
maximum of (6) minutes. 
 
6.1 City Council Meeting Minutes  
 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the minutes from the regular meeting held on 
June 22, 2016.  

 
6.2 Eastvale Connection 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Receive and file. 
 
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 

The public is encouraged to express your views on any matter set for public hearing.  It is our procedure to 
first receive the staff report, then to ask for public testimony, first from those in favor of the project 
followed by testimony from those in opposition to it, and if there is opposition, to allow those in favor, 
rebuttal testimony only as to the points brought up in opposition.  To testify on the matter, you need to 
simply come forward to the speaker’s podium at the appropriate time, give your name and address and 
make your statement.  After a hearing is closed, you may not further speak on the matter unless requested 
to do so or are asked questions by the Mayor or a Member of the City Council.  Public comment is limited 
to two (2) minutes each with a maximum of six (6) minutes. 

 
7.1 Project No. 15-1662 – Minor Development Review for the Installation of a New 

50-Foot-High Wireless Telecommunications Tower, Disguised as a Monopalm, 
with Ancillary Equipment in a 17-Foot by 19-Foot Lease Area at 8306 Grapewin 
(Appeal of Planning Commission’s Denial) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council: 
 
1. Open the Public Hearing, Receive Staff’s and the Applicant’s Presentations; 

 
2. Close the Public Hearing and hold City Council deliberations; 

 
3. Vote to approve or deny the project. 

 
8. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS  

 
8.1 Agreement for Law Enforcement Services Between the City of Eastvale and the 

County of Riverside on Behalf of the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 
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RECOMMENDATION: Approve the agreement with the County of Riverside 
through the Sheriff’s Department to provide law enforcement services to the City 
of Eastvale. 

 
8.2 Selection of Service Provider for Annual Traffic Signal Maintenance – Aegis ITS, 

Inc. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 
1. Approve the professional services agreement with Aegis ITS, Inc. for annual 

traffic signal maintenance services; and 
 

2. Authorize the City Manager to execute the necessary documents. 
 

8.3 Selection of Service Provider for Annual On-Call Asphalt and Concrete 
Maintenance – G.M. Sager Construction Company, Inc. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 
1. Approve the professional services agreement with G.M. Sager for annual on-

call asphalt and concrete maintenance services; and 
 

2. Authorize the City Manager to execute the necessary documents. 
 
8.4 Selection of Service Provider for Annual On-Call Miscellaneous Maintenance 

Services – MCE Corporation 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 
1. Approve the professional services agreement with MCE Corporation for 

annual on-call miscellaneous maintenance services; and 
 

2. Authorize the City Manager to execute the necessary documents. 
 

8.5 Revise the Order of Items on the City Council Agenda 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Discuss and provide direction to staff. 
 
9. CITY MANAGER/CITY STAFF REPORT 
 
10. CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS  
 
11. COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 

11.1 League of California Cities 
 - Executive Committee 
 - Public Safety Committee 
 
11.2 Southern California Association of Governments 
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11.3 Western Riverside Council of Governments 
 
11.4 Riverside Transit Agency  
 
11.5 Northwest Mosquito and Vector Control District  
 
11.6 Riverside County Transportation Commission 
 
11.7 Western Riverside County Regional Conversation Agency  
 
11.8 Special Events 

 
12. CLOSED SESSION - None 
 
13. ADJOURNMENT 

 
The next regular meeting of the Eastvale City Council will be held on July 27, 2016 at 6:30 p.m. at Rosa Parks 
Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, CA 92880. 
 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this 
meeting, please contact the City of Eastvale.  Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the 
City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. 

 
Regular meetings are recorded and made available on the City’s website at www.eastvaleca.gov. Meeting recordings 
are uploaded to the City website within 24 hours after the completion of the meeting and are kept on the website for 
30 days.  
 
I, Marc Donohue, City Clerk or my designee, hereby certify that a true and correct, accurate copy of the foregoing 
agenda was posted seventy-two (72) hours prior to the meeting, per Government Code 54954.2, at the following 
locations: City Hall, 12363 Limonite Ave. Suite 910; Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive; 
Eastvale Library, 7447 Scholar Way; and on the City’s website (www.eastvaleca.gov)  

http://www.eastvaleca.gov/
http://www.eastvaleca.gov/
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ITEM 6.1 

MINUTES 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

OF THE CITY OF EASTVALE 
Wednesday, June 22, 2016 

6:30 P.M. 
Rosa Parks Elementary School 

13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, CA 92880 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER – 6:32 p.m. 
 
2. ROLL CALL/PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE/INVOCATION 
   

Councilmembers present: Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Tessari, Bootsma 
Councilmembers absent:   
 
Staff present: City Manager Nissen, City Attorney Cavanaugh, City Engineer Indrawan, 
Deputy Finance Director Montoya, Police Chief Horton and City Clerk Donohue 
 
The invocation was led by Pastor Garret Frazier with Faith Life Center.  
 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Councilmember Simmons. 

 
3. PRESENTATIONS/ANNOUNCEMENTS  

 
3.1 Eastvale Community Foundation Update 
 

Dawn Hook, Executive Director of the Eastvale Community Foundation, 
provided an update.  

 
3.2 Certificate of Recognition – Sandra Stokley, Press Enterprise 
 

Mayor Bootsma presented a certificate of recognition to Sandra Stokley, Press 
Enterprise. She made brief remarks. 

 
3.3 Certificate of Recognition – George Alvarez, Manager of Public Works 

 
Mayor Bootsma presented a certificate of recognition to George Alvarez, 
Manager of Public Works. He made brief remarks. 
 

4. STUDENT LIAISON REPORT  
 

4.1 Natalie Diaz, Student Liaison, provided a report.  
 
Mayor Bootsma requested that item 8.5 be heard after item 8.2. There were no objections. 
 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT 
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Chad Blais, City of Norco, thanked Eastvale’s City Council and staff for their assistance 
on the Balboa project in the City of Norco. 
  

6. CONSENT CALENDAR 
  

Councilmember Rush requested that item 6.9 be pulled for separate discussion.  
 
6.1 City Council Meeting Minutes  
 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the minutes from the regular meeting held on 
June 8, 2016.  

 
6.2 Warrant Register 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the payment of warrants as submitted by the 
Finance Department. 

 
6.3 Eastvale Connection 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Receive and file. 
 

6.4 Planning Department Update 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Receive and file. 
 

6.5 Update on Public Works Department Projects 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Receive and file. 
 

6.6 Resolutions Associated with the November 8, 2016 General Municipal Election 
(District 2 and 5) and Special Election (District 1) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Adopt the resolutions entitled: 

 
1. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA, CALLING AND GIVING NOTICE OF A 
GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION AND A SPECIAL ELECTION TO 
BE HELD ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2016, AND REQUESTING 
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE TO 
CONSOLIDATE THE GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION AND THE 
SPECIAL ELECTION WITH THE STATE WIDE ELECTION BE HELD 
ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2016, FOR THE ELECTION OF 
CERTAIN OFFICERS AS REQUIRED BY THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
LAWS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA RELATING TO GENERAL 
LAW CITIES PURSUANT TO SECTION 10403 OF THE ELECTIONS 
CODE 
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AND 
 
2. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING REGULATIONS FOR 
CANDIDATES FOR ELECTIVE OFFICE PERTAINING TO 
CANDIDATE’S STATEMENTS SUBMITTED TO THE VOTERS AT A 
GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION AND SPECIAL ELECTION TO BE 
HELD TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2016 

 
6.7 2016 Biennial Notice for City Staff to Review the Conflict of Interest Code 

Pursuant to the Political Reform Act 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt a resolution requiring City staff to review the 
conflict of interest code entitled: 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EASTVALE, 
CALIFORNIA, REQUESTING CITY STAFF TO REVIEW THE CONFLICT 
OF INTEREST CODE AND SUBMIT THE 2016 BIENNIAL NOTICE AS 
REQUIRED UNDER THE POLITICAL REFORM ACT 

 
6.8 Proclamation – Immigrant Heritage Month, June 2016 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the proclamation for Immigrant Heritage 
Month, June 2016. 

 
Motion: Moved by Councilmember Rush, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Tessari to 
move consent calendar items 6.1 – 6.8. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmember Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 

 
6.9 Animal Control Fees Adjustment 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize staff to implement the animal control fees 
adjustment. 

 
Councilmembers discussed the item and staff answered related questions. 

 
Motion: Moved by Councilmember Lorimore, seconded by Councilmember 
Simmons to move consent calendar item 6.9. 
 
Motion carried 4-1 with Councilmember Lorimore, Simmons, Mayor Pro Tem 
Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye and Councilmember Rush voting no. 

 
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
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7.1 Landscape & Lighting Maintenance Districts & Benefit Assessment District No. 
2014-2 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Adopt the resolutions entitled:  
 
1. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA, CONFIRMING THE DIAGRAM AND 
ASSESSMENT AND ORDERING THE LEVY FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2016/17 FOR THE FOLLOWING DISTRICTS: LANDSCAPING 
AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 89-1 
CONSOLIDATED, LANDSCAPE AND LIGHTING 
MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2014-1 (TRACT 36382), 
LANDSCAPE AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 
2014-3 (TRACT 36423), LANDSCAPE AND LIGHTING 
MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2014-4 (PARCEL MAP 35865) 

 
AND 

 
2. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA, CONFIRMING THE DIAGRAM AND 
ASSESSMENT AND ORDERING THE LEVY FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2016/17 FOR THE FOLLOWING DISTRICT: BENEFIT 
ASSESSMENT DISTRICT NO. 2014-2 (TRACT 32821 & 32821-1) 

 
Deputy Finance Director Montoya summarized the staff report. 
 
Mayor Bootsma opened the public hearing. 
 
With no requests to speak, the public hearing was closed. 
 
Councilmembers discussed the item and staff & Adina McCargo, NBS, answered 
related questions. 
 
Motion: Moved by Mayor Pro Tem Tessari, seconded by Councilmember 
Simmons to approve the recommended action. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 

 
8. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS  
 

8.1 Adoption of the Annual Operations and Capital Improvement Budget – Fiscal 
Year 2016-2017 

 
RECOMMENDATION: APPROVE THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTIONS FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2016-2017:  
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1. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING AN OPERATING BUDGET 
AND CAPITAL BUDGET FOR THE FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING 
JULY 1, 2016 AND ENDING JUNE 30, 2017, AND APPROPRIATING 
FUNDS FOR PURPOSES THEREIN SET FORTH 

 
2. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA PROPOSING A PERMANENT 
APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT OF $20,108,202 PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 
XIII (B) OF THE CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2016-2017 

 
3. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA, ESTABLISHING THE AUTHORIZED 
POSITIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2016-2017, EFFECTIVE, JULY 1, 
2016 

 
4. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING THE COMMITMENT OF 
FUND BALANCES IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENTAL 
ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD STATEMENT NO. 54 

 
Deputy Finance Director Montoya summarized the staff report. 
 
Councilmembers discussed the item and staff answered related questions. 
 
Motion: Moved by Mayor Bootsma, seconded by Councilmember Rush to 
approve recommended action #1. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 
 
Motion: Moved by Councilmember Simmons, seconded by Councilmember Rush 
to approve recommended action #2. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 
 
Motion: Moved by Mayor Bootsma, seconded by Councilmember Rush to 
approve recommended action #3 as amended by City staff.  
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 
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Motion: Moved by Mayor Bootsma, seconded by Councilmember Simmons to 
approve recommended action #4. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 

 
8.2 Selection of League of California Cities 2016 Annual Conference Delegate and 

Alternate(s) 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Appoint members of the City Council to serve as the 
City’s delegate and alternate(s) at the League of California Cities’ 2016 Annual 
Conference. 
 
City Clerk Donohue summarized the staff report. 
 
Motion: Moved by Mayor Pro Tem Tessari, seconded by Councilmember Rush to 
appoint Councilmember Lorimore as the City’s delegate at the League of 
California Cities’ 2016 Annual Conference. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 
 
Motion: Moved by Mayor Bootsma, seconded by Councilmember Rush to 
appoint Mayor Pro Tem Tessari as the City’s alternate at the League of California 
Cities’ 2016 Annual Conference. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 

 
8.5 Pole-Mounted Observation Camera System Policy Adoption and Approval of 

Professional Services Agreement 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
1. Adopt a policy for pole-mounted observation camera system; and 

 
2. Amend the Fiscal Year 15/16 budget in the amount of $27,500 allocated from 

the gas tax fund; and 
 

3. Approve the professional services agreement for purchase and installation of 
three (3) pole-mounted cameras with Security Lines US; and 

 
4. Authorize the City Manager to execute all necessary documents.  

 
City Engineer Indrawan summarized the staff report. 
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Councilmembers discussed the item and staff & Marcel Corby, US Security 
Lines, answered related questions. 
 
Motion: Moved by Councilmember Rush, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Tessari to 
approve the recommended actions. 
 
Motion carried 4-1 with Councilmembers Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro Tem 
Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye and Councilmember Lorimore voting no. 

 
8.3 Contract Extension for Comprehensive Planning Services 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve a contract extension with Michael Baker 
International (formerly PMC) to provide contract planning services: 
 
1. Approve a 2-year contract extension and 10% rate increase for developer-

funded work with a ninety (90) day termination clause. 
 

OR 
 

2. Approve an open-ended contract extension and 10% rate increase for 
developer-funded work with a ninety (90) day termination clause. 

 
Councilmember Rush requested that item 8.3 and 8.4 be discussed concurrently. 
There were no objections. 
 
City Manager Nissen summarized the staff report. She noted that recommended 
action #1 for item 8.4 should read a 2-year contract extension instead of a 1-year 
contract extension. 
 
Councilmembers discussed the item and staff answered related questions. 
 
Motion: Moved by Councilmember Simmons, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem 
Tessari to approve a 2-year contract extension and a rate increase of 10% with a 
ninety (90) day termination clause. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 

 
8.4 Contract Extension for Interwest Consulting Group to Provide Engineering, 

Public Works, and Building and Safety Services 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve a contract extension with Interwest Consulting 
Group to provide engineering, public works, and building and safety services: 
 
1. Approve a 1-year contract extension and rate increase as proposed. 
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OR 
 

2. Approve an open-ended contract extension with a 90-day termination clause 
and the proposed rate increase. 

 
Motion: Moved by Councilmember Rush, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Tessari to 
approve a 2-year contract extension and a rate increase of 7.5% with a ninety (90) 
day termination clause. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 

 
8.6 Renewal of Contract with HdL Coren & Cone for Property Tax Services 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Renew property tax services agreement with HdL Coren 
& Cone. 

 
City Manager Nissen summarized the staff report. 
 
Councilmembers discussed the item and staff answered related questions. 
 
Motion: Moved by Councilmember Rush, seconded by Councilmember Simmons 
to approve the recommended action. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Councilmembers Lorimore, Rush, Simmons, Mayor Pro 
Tem Tessari and Mayor Bootsma voting aye. 

 
9. CITY MANAGER/CITY STAFF REPORT  
 

City Manager Nissen stated that Patrick O’Neal is the new reporter for the Press 
Enterprise. She noted that the Picnic at the Park event is this coming weekend and the 
Silverlakes property is offering parking for a fee. Shen noted that the sidewalks, curbs 
and gutters have been installed on Hamner Ave at the Goodman Commerce Center and 
streetlights will be installed in the near future. She discussed a recent tour with Southern 
California Edison. She noted that on July 11th, the City will be hosting its first League of 
California Cities Riverside Division meeting at the Eastvale Community Center. She 
noted that WRCOG will be providing the city with a “Fellow” from their internship 
program. She noted that she was recently appointed to the WRCOG Regional Funds Ad-
Hoc Committee. She shared the City Council brochure that was created by Public 
Information Officer McClister that details how a City Council meeting is conducted.  
 
City department heads provided an update on current projects in their departments. 

 
10. CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS  
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Councilmember Lorimore discussed a recent Eastvale Parks Commission meeting. He 
suggested moving City Council Communications and Committee Reports near the 
beginning of the agenda for future meetings. 
 
Councilmember Rush requested that a map be included on future Landscape and Lighting 
Maintenance District items. 
 
Mayor Bootsma noted that Picnic at the Parks is this weekend. He stated that he has a 
WRCOG meeting this coming Friday. He noted that he has a luncheon meeting at the 
Ontario Airport on July 12th.  
 
Councilmember Simmons discussed the potential extension of Pine Avenue to the 71 
freeway. City Manager Nissen noted that the funding for that project had been transferred 
to the Central Avenue/60 freeway project. 
 

11. COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 

11.1 League of California Cities 
 - Executive Committee 
 - Public Safety Committee 
 

Councilmember Lorimore provided a report on the executive committee. 
 
11.2 Southern California Association of Governments 
 

Councilmember Lorimore provided a report.  
 
11.3 Western Riverside Council of Governments 
 

No report was given. 
 
11.4 Riverside Transit Agency  
 

No report was given. 
 

11.5 Northwest Mosquito and Vector Control District  
 

Mayor Pro Tem Tessari provided a report.  
 

11.6 Riverside County Transportation Commission 
 

Councilmember Rush provided a report. 
 
11.7 Western Riverside County Regional Conversation Agency  
 

Councilmember Lorimore provided a report.  



 

10 
City Council Minutes  June 22, 2016 

ITEM 6.1 

 
11.8 Special Events 
 

12. CLOSED SESSION - None 
 
13. ADJOURNMENT 
 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:33 p.m.  
 
Submitted by Marc Donohue, City Clerk 
Reviewed and edited by Michele Nissen, City Manager 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
______________________ 
Marc Donohue, City Clerk 



  

Sign up for E-Notify to receive 

the latest information about com-

munity events, press releases, 

city council meetings and  more 

directly to your inbox! 

MEETING SCHEDULE: 
Eastvale City Council Meeting 

Wednesday, July 13 @ 6:30 p.m. 

Wednesday, July 27 @ 6:30 p.m. 

Eastvale Planning Commission Meeting 

Wednesday, August 17 @ 6:00 p.m. 

Eastvale Public Safety Commission Meeting 

Tuesday, July 26 @ 6:00 p.m. 

Eastvale Community Foundation Meeting* 

Monday, July 25 @ 5:30 p.m. 

 

 
 

UPCOMING EVENTS: 
 July 1

st
-31

st
 – July is Parks Month- Events every Wednesday 

at the Eastvale Community Center 

 July 8
th

-August 26
th

 – JCSD’s Concerts in the Park, 65
th
 

Street Live!, at Harada Heritage Park every Friday night from 
7:30 p.m. – 9:00 p.m. 

 July 9
th

 – Make Your Own Worm Bin Class at Riverside 
County Waste Management Department from 9:00 a.m. – 
12:00 p.m. or 1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 

 July 9
th

 – Moonlight Cinema: “Goosebumps” at Orchard Park 
beginning at Dusk 

 July 13
th

 – SBDC Workshop: Win the Battle of the Inbox at 
New Day Church from 9:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m. 

 July 16
th

 – Free Residential Clean Up & Paper Shredding at 
Ramirez Intermediate School from 8:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 

 July 19
th

 – Eastvale Chamber of Commerce Installation 
Dinner and Awards Banquet at the Eastvale Community 
Center at 5:30 p.m. 

 

Visit the city’s website for additional information regarding 

these and future events. 

Meetings held at: Rosa Parks Elementary School  

13830 Whispering Hills Dr. Eastvale, CA 92880 

*Foundation meetings held at: Eastvale City Hall 

12363 Limonite Ave. Ste. 910, Eastvale, CA 91752 

12363 Limonite Ave. Ste. 910, Eastvale, CA 91752 

City Hall is open Monday – Thursday from 7:30 a.m. – 5:30 p.m. City Hall is closed on Fridays. 

T: (951) 361-0900 F: (951) 361-0888 E: info@eastvaleca.gov W: www.eastvaleca.gov 

EASTVALE  

CONNECTION July 7, 2016 

Ramirez Intermediate School 

Visit www.eastvaleca.gov for additional information 

http://bit.ly/1V848Md


 CITY OF EASTVALE 
              CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 

 

ITEM 7.1 

 
 

DATE:  JULY 13, 2016 
 
TO:   HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
 
FROM: KANIKA KITH, SENIOR PLANNER 
 
SUBJECT: PROJECT NO. 15-1662 – MINOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW FOR 

THE INSTALLATION OF A NEW 50-FOOT-HIGH WIRELESS 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER, DISGUISED AS A 
MONOPALM, WITH ANCILLARY EQUIPMENT IN A 17-FOOT 
BY 19-FOOT LEASE AREA AT 8306 GRAPEWIN (APPEAL OF 
PLANNING COMMISSION’S DENIAL) 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION: STAFF RECOMMENDS THAT THE CITY COUNCIL:  
 

1. OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING, RECEIVE STAFF’S AND THE APPLICANT’S 
PRESENTATIONS;  

2. CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING AND HOLD COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS; 
AND  

3. VOTE TO APPROVE OR DENY THE PROJECT. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
This item is being presented to the City Council as an appeal of the Planning Commission’s 
decision to deny a Minor Development Review application for the construction of a new 50-foot 
high wireless telecommunication tower, disguised as a palm tree, behind a single-family home 
located at 8306 Grapewin Street. The Planning Commission’s resolution for denying the project 
is included as Attachment 2.  
 

• On May 18, 2015, the Planning Commission considered the project and voted 3-0 to 
continue the project to June 15 meeting so that the entire Commission could be present to 
hear testimony and take part in the decision-making process (Commissioners Oblea and 
Patel were absent from the May 18 meeting).  

 
• On June 15, 2016, the Planning Commission considered the project and voted 3-1 to deny 

the project.  
 
All of the information presented to the Commission for the May and June meetings is included as 
Attachments 7 to 10.  
 
Also attached to this staff report is the applicant’s appeal letter (Attachment 1).  
 



 
 

 

APPLICANT’S APPEAL 
 
The applicant has appealed the Planning Commission’s denial of the proposed project. The 
process for an appeal is to bring the proposed project to the City Council as a “de novo” item, 
which means that the Council is being asked to review all of the information as if this were a 
new application and make a decision to approve or deny based on this information provided and 
testimony received during the public hearing. 
 
The Council is not being asked to render judgment on the Commission’s decision. 
 
The applicant’s letter raised several issues which are not responded to in this report which relate 
to federal law and legal precedents which are not addressed in this report. The City Attorney will 
respond to these items separately should it be necessary. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The applicant, Verizon Wireless, applied for a Minor Development Review for the installation of 
a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower disguised as a “monopalm” (artificial 
palm tree) with ancillary equipment in a lease area of 17 feet by 19 feet behind an existing 
single-family residence located at 8306 Grapewin Street (Assessor’s Parcel Number 380-070-
018). Service access to the facility would be via an easement on an adjacent lot to the north 
(Assessor’s Parcel Number 380-070-019). Both parcels are owned by the same owner (See 
Figure 1). 
 
The proposed monopalm would be equipped with 12 panel antennas and one microwave dish. 
Ground-mounted equipment at the base of the monopalm would consist of two equipment 
cabinets, one generator, and associated apparatus surrounded by a 6-foot-high block wall.  

The tower and the attached antennas will be designed to look like a palm tree (see Figure 2). All 
ground-level equipment will be installed within the boundary of the lease area and screened 
behind a 6-foot-high split-face block wall (see Figure 3).  

The proposed wireless facility would be located at the rear of the subject site adjacent to the 
Santa Ana River. An enlarged view of the proposed equipment facility is shown in Figure 6 and 
elevations of the proposed facility are shown in Figure 7. Complete set of plans are included as 
Attachment 5 to this report.  

Maintenance personnel will visit the site every four to six weeks to ensure the equipment is 
functioning properly and to perform regular and emergency maintenance via the access easement 
on the adjacent parcel to the north (see Figure 3). Maintenance could occur at any time of the day 
or night. 

 

 



 
 

 

Figure 1 – Aerial Photo 

 
 
 
 

Figure 2 – Verizon Access and Utility Easement 

 



 
 

 

Figure 3 – Site Plan 

 
 

Project Analysis 

According to the applicant, the site for the proposed wireless facility was chosen because the 
general area in this location has insufficient coverage, which causes dropped calls and poor 
reception. The applicant indicated that the proposed site best meets its need to provide better 
reception and service to customers. 

The applicant has prepared coverage maps (Figures 5 and 6) showing signal strength in the area 
with and without the proposed wireless facility. According to the applicant, an existing coverage 
gap would be closed by the new cell tower, providing improved coverage for Verizon 
customers.1  

                                                           
1 Because the proposed facility would be built by Verizon, it would not affect coverage for customers of other cell 
service providers, such as AT&T. 



 
 

 

Figure 4 – Existing Coverage  

 
Figure 5 – Coverage with New Facility 
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General Plan Consistency  

The General Plan land use designation for the project site is Low Density Residential (LDR), 
which provides for the development of detached single-family residential dwelling units and 
ancillary structures on large parcels. The site is currently developed with a single-family home.  

Zoning Code Consistency 

The zoning designation of the site is Light Agriculture (A-1). Section 4.14 of the Eastvale 
Zoning Code permits a wireless telecommunications facility use in the A-1 zoning district, 
subject to the approval of a Minor Development Review application. 

Figure 6 – Equipment Site Plan 

 
 

 



 
 

 

Figure 7 – Elevations  

 
Based on staff’s analysis, the proposed facility, including the proposed monopalm and the 
associated ground-mounted equipment, complies with all applicable Zoning Code requirements 
as described below:  

• Area Disturbance. The proposed project is located on an existing graded single-family 
lot minimizing disturbance to the site. 

• Fencing and Walls. All proposed ground-mounted equipment will be enclosed behind a 
6-foot decorative block wall. 

• Height. The proposed monopalm is 50 feet in height, which is the maximum height for a 
wireless facility in the A-1 zone.2  

• Setbacks. The telecommunication facility is set back approximately 144 feet from the 
nearest residence, which is located on the adjacent lot to the south.3 This proposed 

                                                           
2 This information has been corrected from the staff report provided to the Planning Commission on May 18, 2016, 
which included an incorrect maximum allowable height of 70 feet.  



 
 

 

setback exceeds the minimum setback of 200 percent (100 feet) of the facility height to 
the nearest habitable dwelling units.  

• Paved Access. An easement via an adjacent well site to the north to the 
telecommunication facility will be paved. 

• Communication and Power Lines. There will be no overhead communication or power 
lines to the facility. 

• Lighting. Per request from the police department, the facility has been conditioned to 
install motion-sensor lighting so that it would not be on all night, but will be on when 
someone goes by.  

Design and Aesthetics 
 
All new wireless communications facilities are required to have the least possible visual impacts 
on the surrounding area. The proposed monopalm is considered a “disguised” wireless facility, 
designed to look like a palm tree.  

The equipment cabinets and all related equipment will be located within a decorative block 
structure that will not visible to the public.  

Staff is recommending a condition to require the applicant to plant three (3) new palm trees near 
the proposed monopalm. The additional “real” palms will help reduce the visual impact of the 
tower, which would blend with the new trees. Thus, the proposed monopalm antenna will have 
low visual impact on the surrounding environment as shown in Figure 8.  

In order to approve a disguised wireless facility, one of the findings is that the facility must be 
“minimally visually intrusive.” This term is not specifically defined, and the Council is free to 
define what is visually appropriate. Historically, in Eastvale, facilities such as monopines and 
monopalms and field lights have been found to meet the standard.  
 
The City Council is free to interpret this finding as it deems appropriate. The Council can choose 
to accept the applicant’s proposal or the Council can direct the applicant to seek other 
alternatives.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
3 This information has been revised from the staff report provided to the Planning Commission on May 18, 2016.  



 
 

 

Figure 8: Photosimulation of New Wireless Facility as Viewed from Grapewin Street 

 

 

 
Public Health and Safety 
 
As cell phone use expanded during the 1990s, concerns grew that the use of cell phones and cell 
towers, in particular, posed a public health and safety threat resulting from electromagnetic 
fields, or EMFs. The Federal Communications Commission researched the issue and in the late 
1990s determined that the use of cell phones and cell towers did not create a public health and 
safety problem, provided that the equipment is built and operated according to federal standards.  



 
 

 

 
While the issue of placing cell phone towers in residential areas is often controversial, the City 
Council should recognize that federal law prohibits local agencies from denying land use 
entitlements for cell phone providers like Verizon based solely on health risk issues. As noted 
above, cellular equipment (including the cell phones themselves) must be designed and operated 
according to federal standards, which have been designed to limit exposure to cellular signals to 
safe levels. If the antenna and equipment do not meet federal standards, federal permits will not 
be issued.  

Environmental Analysis 

The project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption pursuant to Section 15303, New Construction 
or Conversion of Small Structures, to be exempt from further environmental review requirements 
contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The proposed project is for the 
installation of a 50-foot tall telecommunications tower disguised as a monopalm and ancillary 
ground mounted equipment within a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area on a previous graded single 
family residential lot.  

Public Notification and Comments 

Public notification was sent to surrounding property owners within a 600-foot radius of the 
subject site. One correspondence in support of the project and one correspondence in opposition 
to the project were received.  A site justification report was also received from the applicant. 
Correspondences received for this meeting are included as Attachment 6.  
 
For Planning Commission meetings, six people provided correspondences in opposition to the 
project, three people provided correspondences in support of the project, and one person 
requested a public hearing. Correspondences received from nearby residents for the Planning 
Commission meetings are included as Attachment 7.   

At both Planning Commission meetings, 17 people spoke in opposition to the project and 3 
people spoke in support of the project.  A copy of the minutes for May 18th meeting is included 
as Attachment 9.  

In addition, a petition by the community opposing the proposed project and a text campaign by 
the applicant are also included as attachments in this staff report with the correspondences.  

FISCAL IMPACT  
 
The cost for processing the application up to the denial by the Planning Commission has been 
fully paid for by the applicant.  The cost for processing the appeal application will be partially 
paid for by the City because the appeal is a fixed-fee application.   
 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT 
 
This item does not directly affect the Strategic Plan. 
 



 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Letter of Appeal 
2. Planning Commission Resolution for Denial 
3. CC Denial Resolution  
4. CC Approval Resolution and Conditions of Approval  
5. Development Plans  
6. Public Comments Received for CC meeting 
7. Public Comments Presented at PC meetings 
8. Information from Applicant Presented at PC Meetings 
9. Planning Commission Minutes from May 18, 2016 
10. Planning Commission Agenda Packets for June 15, 2016 and May 18, 2016  
 
Prepared by: Kanika Kith, Senior Planner 
Reviewed by: Eric Norris, Planning Director 
Reviewed by: John Cavanaugh, City Attorney 
Reviewed by: Michele Nissen, City Manager 
 
 













 

 

RESOLUTION NO. 16-XX 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EASTVALE, 
CALIFORNIA, MAKING FINDINGS FOR DENYING MINOR 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW NO. 15-1662 FOR THE INSTALLATION OF A 
NEW WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY  DISGUISED AS A 
50-FOOT-TALL MONOPALM AND ANCILLARY EQUIPMENT LOCATED 
AT 8306 GRAPEWIN STREET (ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER 130-070-
018) AND ACCESS VIA AN ADJACENT PARCEL TO THE NORTH 
(ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER 130-070-019) 
 

 WHEREAS, an application for a Minor Development Review (15-1662) for the 
installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications pole disguised as a monopalm 
and ancillary equipment in an 17-foot by 19-foot lease area behind an existing single-family 
home located at 8306 Grapewin Street in Eastvale, Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-018, and 
access to service the proposed facility via adjacent parcel to the north, Assessor’s Parcel Number 
130-070-019, had been filed by Verizon Wireless; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale Planning Department on May 8, 2016, published a legal 
notice in the Press Enterprise, a local paper of general circulation, indicating the date and time of 
the public hearing in compliance with state law concerning Minor Development Review No. 
15-1662, and mailed said public hearing notice to each property owner within a 600-foot radius of 
the project site in accordance with state law; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing on May 18, 2016, at which time it received public testimony concerning Minor 
Development Review No. 15-1662, considered the proposed project and moved to continue the 
public hearing to the next Planning Commission meeting on June 15, 2016; and  
 
 WHEREAS, there were no objections raised by Verizon Wireless to continue the public 
hearing; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale Planning Commission again conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing on June 15, 2016, at which time it received public testimony concerning Minor 
Development Review No. 15-1662, considered the proposed project, and denied the proposed 
Minor Development Review for the Verizon wireless telecommunications facility; and  

 
WHEREAS, on June 22, 2016 an application appealing the Planning Commission’s 

decision of denial had been filed by Verizon Wireless; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale City Clerk Office on July 3, 2016, published a legal 

notice in the Press Enterprise, a local paper of general circulation, indicating the date and time of 
the public hearing on July 13, 2016 in compliance with state law concerning Minor Development 
Review No. 15 1662, and mailed said public hearing notice to each property owner within a 600-
foot radius of the project site in accordance with state law; and 



 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing 
on July 13, 2016, at which time it received public testimony concerning Minor Development 
Review No. 15-1662, and considered the proposed Minor Development Review for the Verizon 
wireless telecommunications facility. 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Eastvale does hereby resolve, 
determine, and order as follows: 
 

SECTION 1. LACK OF ALL MANDATORY FINDINGS FOR MINOR 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
 

The City Council determined that the proposed project does not meet the requirements for 
approval set forth in Section 2.1 of the Eastvale Zoning Code. The City Council was not able to 
make a finding for approval pursuant to Section 2.1(B)(7)(b), which requires the City Council to 
make a finding that “[t]he proposed architecture, site design, and landscape are suitable for the 
purposes of the building and the site and will enhance the character of the neighborhood and 
community.”   
 
Evidence: The City Council finds that the proposed coverage map submitted by the applicant, 
shows a substantial portion of the proposed “new” coverage area to be located in the Santa Ana 
River where there are no residents.  Consequently, the proposed facility at the proposed location 
would not enhance wireless service to the community for which it is being proposed.   
 

SECTION 2. LACK OF ALL MANDATORY FINDINGS FOR DISGUISED 
WIRELESS FACILITIES 
 

The City Council determined that the proposed project does not meet the intent of the Zoning 
Code, Section 4.14 Wireless Communication Facilities.  
 
Evidence:  The City Council finds the proposed wireless facility is not suitable for the proposed 
location because it does not comply with Section 4.14(A)(3) of the Zoning Code.  Section 
4.14(A)(3) encourages the “use of existing and approved wireless facilities, buildings, and other 
structures while taking into account the use of concealment technology in order to reduce the 
number of facilities needed to serve businesses and residents.” As shown on the proposed 
coverage map, the location of the proposed wireless facility would not serve Eastvale businesses 
and residents well, and therefore, would likely require additional facilities within the City in the 
future to better provide additional coverage to the community.  
 

SECTION 3. CITY COUNCIL ACTION 
 

Based on the City Council’s determination that all of the required findings identified in Sections 
1 and 2 above cannot be made, the City Council of the City of Eastvale hereby denies Minor 
Development Review No. 15-1662 for the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless 
telecommunications facility disguised as a monopalm and associated equipment in a 17-foot by 
19-foot lease area located at 8306 Grapewin Street (Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-018) 



 

 

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north (Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-
019) to service the facility. 
  
 PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED ON this 13th day of July 2016. 
 
 
                       _____________________________ 
                       Ike Bootsma, Mayor   
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:    ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________                        _____________________________ 
John E. Cavanaugh, City Attorney              Marc Donohue, City Clerk 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )  ss.  
CITY OF EASTVALE )   
   
 I, MARC DONOHUE, City Clerk of the City of Eastvale, do HEREBY CERTIFY that 
the foregoing Resolution No. 16-XX was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of 
Eastvale at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 13th day of July 2016, by the following vote:   
  
AYES:   
 
NOES:    
 
ABSENT:   
 
ABSTAIN:  
  
 
______________________________ 
Marc Donohue, City Clerk 
 



 

 

RESOLUTION NO. 16-XX 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EASTVALE, 
CALIFORNIA, APPROVING MINOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW NO. 
15-1662 FOR THE INSTALLATION OF A NEW WIRELESS 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY DISGUISED AS A 50-FOOT-TALL 
MONOPALM AND ANCILLARY EQUIPMENT LOCATED AT 8306 
GRAPEWIN STREET (ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER 130-070-018) AND 
ACCESS VIA AN ADJACENT PARCEL TO THE NORTH (ASSESSOR’S 
PARCEL NUMBER 130-070-019) 
 

 WHEREAS, an application for a Minor Development Review (15-1662) for the 
installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications pole disguised as a monopalm 
and ancillary equipment in an 17-foot by 19-foot lease area behind an existing single-family 
home located at 8306 Grapewin Street in Eastvale, Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-018, and 
access to service the proposed facility via adjacent parcel to the north, Assessor’s Parcel Number 
130-070-019, had been filed by Verizon Wireless; and  
 

WHEREAS, the proposed Minor Development Review is considered a project as defined 
by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 
seq.; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Director determined that the project qualifies for a Categorical 

Exemption from the provisions of CEQA per Section 15303(d), New Construction, of the CEQA 
Guidelines; and  

 
 WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale Planning Department on May 8, 2016, published a legal 
notice in the Press Enterprise, a local paper of general circulation, indicating the date and time of 
the public hearing in compliance with state law concerning Minor Development Review No. 
15-1662, and mailed said public hearing notice to each property owner within a 600-foot radius of 
the project site in accordance with state law; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing on May 18, 2016, at which time it received public testimony concerning Minor 
Development Review No. 15-1662, considered the proposed project and moved to continue the 
public hearing to the next Planning Commission meeting on June 15, 2016; and 
 
 WHEREAS, there were no objections raised by Verizon Wireless to continue the public 
hearing; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale Planning Commission again conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing on June 15, 2016, at which time it received public testimony concerning Minor 
Development Review No. 15-1662, considered the proposed project, and denied the proposed 
Minor Development Review for the Verizon wireless telecommunications facility; and  

 



 

 

WHEREAS, on June 22, 2016 an application appealing the Planning Commission’s 
decision of denial had been filed by Verizon Wireless; and  

WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale City Clerk Office on July 3, 2016, published a legal 
notice in the Press Enterprise, a local paper of general circulation, indicating the date and time of 
the public hearing on July 13, 2016 in compliance with state law concerning Minor Development 
Review No. 15 1662, and mailed said public hearing notice to each property owner within a 600-
foot radius of the project site in accordance with state law; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Eastvale City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing 

on July 13, 2016, at which time it received public testimony concerning Minor Development 
Review No. 15-1662, and considered a CEQA Categorical Exemption for the proposed project 
and the proposed Minor Development Review for the Verizon wireless telecommunications 
facility. 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Eastvale does hereby resolve, 
determine, and order as follows: 
 

SECTION 1. ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS 
 

Pursuant to CEQA, within the meaning of Public Resources Code Sections 21080(e) and 
21082.2 within the record and/or provided at the public hearing, the City Council hereby finds 
and determines that the project was adequately analyzed according to the CEQA Guidelines and 
qualified for an Exemption under Section 15303(d), New Construction, as supported by the 
following findings and evidence: 
 

Finding: The proposed project is exempt from further environmental review requirements 
contained in CEQA pursuant to Section 15303(d), New Construction. 
 
Evidence: The proposed project will extend wireless telecommunication utilities. The 
proposed project will not result in damage to scenic resources including but not limited to 
trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources within a highway 
officially designated as a state scenic highway. The proposed project is not located on a 
site that is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government 
Code, and the project will not cause a substantial change in the significance of a historical 
resource. In consideration of this, staff has determined that the project satisfies the 
requirements of a Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Section 15303(d), New 
Construction, and is determined to be exempt from further environmental review 
requirements contained in CEQA. 
 
SECTION 2. MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN 

(MSHCP) 
 

The project is found to be consistent with the MSHCP. The project is located outside of any 
MSHCP criteria area, and mitigation is provided through payment of the MSHCP Mitigation 
Fee.  
 



 

 

SECTION 3. MINOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW FINDINGS 
Pursuant to Eastvale Zoning Code Section 2.1, the City Council hereby finds and determines as 
follows: 
 
Finding 1: The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and complies with applicable 
zoning regulations, specific plan provisions, and other applicable provisions adopted by the City.  
 
Evidence: The zoning of the site is Light Agriculture (A-1), which is consistent with the site’s 
land use designation of Low Density Residential (LDR). The proposed wireless facility is 
permitted in the A-1 zoning district subject to approval of a Minor Development Review. The 
proposed wireless antenna will also provide Eastvale residents with improved Verizon cellular 
service. The project is consistent with the requirements of the Zoning Code as outlined in 
Sections 2.1 and 4.14. It has been determined that the project conforms to City standards and 
requirements. 
 
Finding 2: The proposed architecture, site design, and landscape are suitable for the purposes of 
the building and the site and will enhance the character of the neighborhood and community.  
 
Evidence: The design of the facility is intended to simulate a palm tree to be harmonious with the 
existing environment along the Santa Ana River where several palm trees are present and in 
order to be consistent with the definition of a disguised facility. All mechanical equipment will 
be screened from view by an enclosed building constructed of decorative split-face block. 
Furthermore, new palm trees and landscaping will be planted around the proposed facility to help 
blend the disguised facility and to improve the site’s existing (mostly unplanted dirt) character. 
 
Finding 3: The architecture, including the character, scale, and quality of the design, relationship 
with the site and other buildings, building materials, colors, screening of exterior appurtenances, 
exterior lighting, and signing and similar elements, establishes a clear design concept and is 
compatible with the character of buildings on adjoining and nearby properties.  
 
Evidence: The facility is designed and sited so that it is minimally intrusive to the surrounding 
area. All mechanical equipment will be screened from view by an enclosed building constructed 
of decorative split-face block; the tower will be designed to look like a palm tree. Thus, the 
proposed facility will not impact the character of the community.  
 
Finding 4: The proposed project will not create conflicts with vehicular, bicycle, or pedestrian 
transportation modes of circulation.  
 
Evidence: The wireless facility has been placed at approximately 144 feet from the nearest 
habitable structure and located in the back (east) portion of the property so as not to impede 
future development of the site. Access to the site is via an access easement on the adjacent parcel 
to the north of the property, which will provide on-site access for monthly maintenance visits and 
not result in parking on the street. Therefore, the proposed facility will not create conflicts with 
existing vehicular, bicycle, or pedestrian circulation.  
 



 

 

Finding 5: If the project is located within the Chino Airport Influence Area, the proposed project 
is consistent with the most recently adopted version of the Chino Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan.  
 
Evidence: The project is not located within the Chino Airport Influence Area; thus, it is not 
subject to the Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.  

 
SECTION 4. DISGUISED WIRELESS FACILITY FINDINGS 
 

Pursuant to Eastvale Zoning Code Section 4.14, the City Council hereby finds and determines as 
follows: 
 
Finding 1: The facility is designed and sited so as to be minimally visually intrusive. 
 
Evidence: The proposed wireless facility, consisting of a 50-foot-high monopalm and ancillary 
ground-mounted equipment, is located at the rear of a large residential lot enclosed behind a 6-
foot decorative block wall adjacent to the Santa Ana River. The proposed 17-foot by 19-foot 
enclosed equipment area is not visible from the street. Photosimulations provided by the 
applicant show that the top of the disguised monopalm will be only partially visible from the 
street because the monopalm will be screened by the existing residence and the tower will blend 
in with similar palm trees nearby.  
 
Finding 2: Supporting equipment is located entirely within an equipment enclosure that is 
architecturally compatible with the surrounding area or is screened from view. 
 
Evidence: All mechanical equipment will be screened from view by an enclosed building 
constructed of decorative split-face block. The enclosure will be located at the rear of the subject 
existing single-family residence, screening all equipment from public view. New palm trees and 
landscaping will be planted around the equipment enclosure to soften the enclosure wall and to 
help disguise the monopalm.  
 
Finding 3: The application has met the processing requirements set forth in this article.  
 
Evidence: The application has been reviewed for compliance with the requirements of Zoning 
Code Section 4.14 for processing of a disguised wireless facility. A notice was sent to property 
owners within a 600-foot radius of the project site.  
 
Finding 4: The application has met the location and development standards set forth in this 
article.  
 
Evidence: The facility will be 50 feet high, which is within the allowable height for a disguised 
wireless facility in the A-1 zone. The facility will be located 144 feet from the closest home on 
the adjacent lot, which exceeds the minimum setback requirement of 100 feet. 
 
Finding 5: The application has met the requirements for approval set forth in Section 2.1 of this 
code.  



 

 

Evidence: The application meets the requirements of Section 2.1 subsection B of the Zoning 
Code, which outlines the process and requirements for approval of a Minor Development 
Review. The findings of approval for the Minor Development Review for this project are listed 
above.  
 
Finding 6: The Planning Director or approving body has either: (1) determined that notice to the 
Federal Aviation Administration is not required; or (2) received a determination of No Hazard to 
Air Navigation for the project issued by the Federal Aviation Administration.  
 
Evidence: A letter provided by the applicant from the Federal Aviation Administration shows 
that the proposed monopalm is not located within the flight pattern of any nearby airports or 
private landing strips. Furthermore, the project is not subject to any additional Airport Land Use 
Commission reviews or determinations, as the property is not located within any airport 
influence areas. 
 

SECTION 5. CITY COUNCIL ACTION 
 

Based on the findings outlined in Sections 1 through 4 above, the City Council of the City of 
Eastvale hereby takes the following actions:  
 

1. Adopt Resolution No. 16-XX to approve a Categorical Exemption pursuant to Section 
15303(d), New Consrtuction, of the California Environmental Quality Act for Minor 
Development Plan No. 15-1662; and 
 

2. Adopt Resolution 16-XX to approve Minor Development Review No. 15-1662 for the 
installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications facility disguised as a 
monopalm and associated equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area located at 8306 
Grapewin Street (Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-018) with an access easement on 
the adjacent parcel to the north (Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-019) to service the 
facility, subject to conditions of approval attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

 
 PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED ON this 13th day of July 2016. 
 
 
                       _____________________________ 
                       Ike Bootsma, Mayor   
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:    ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________                        _____________________________ 
John E. Cavanaugh, City Attorney              Marc Donohue, City Clerk 
 
 
 
 



 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )  ss.  
CITY OF EASTVALE )   
   
 I, MARC DONOHUE, City Clerk of the City of Eastvale, do HEREBY CERTIFY that 
the foregoing Resolution No. 16-XX was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of 
Eastvale at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 13th day of July 2016, by the following vote:   
  
AYES:   
 
NOES:    
 
ABSENT:   
 
ABSTAIN:  
  
 
______________________________ 
Marc Donohue, City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

EXHIBIT A 
 

Conditions of Approval 
 



Project No. 15-1662 May 18, 2016 
 

Conditions of Approval Page 1of 4 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Project No. 15-1662 – Minor Development Review for the development of a new wireless telecommunication facility disguised as a 
monopalm with ancillary equipment to be located in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at the rear of an existing 2.55-acre residential 
property located at 8306 Grapewin Street with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north to service and maintain the facility.  

Assessor’s Parcel Number: 130-070-018 and -019 

Approval Date:   
 

Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification (Date 
and Signature) 

General Conditions/Ongoing 

1.  In compliance with Section 15062 of the CEQA Guidelines, a 
Notice of Exemption (NOE) shall be filed with the Riverside 
County Clerk no later than five (5) days of project approval. 
The applicant shall submit to the Planning Department a check 
or money order made payable to the Riverside County Clerk in 
the amount of $50.00 no later than one day after approval. 

 Planning Department  

2.  The applicant shall review and sign below verifying acceptance 
of these Conditions of Approval. This approval is not valid until 
signed and returned to the City.  
 

Applicant Signature     Date 

Ongoing Planning Department  

3.  The applicant shall indemnify, protect, defend, and hold 
harmless the City, and/or any of its officials, officers, 
employees, agents, departments, agencies, and instrumentalities 
thereof, from any and all claims, demands, lawsuits, writs of 
mandamus, and other actions and proceedings (whether legal, 
equitable, declaratory, administrative, or adjudicatory in nature), 
and alternative dispute resolution procedures (including, but not 
limited to, arbitrations, mediations, and other such procedures) 

Ongoing Planning Department  



Eastvale City Council   July 13, 2016 
Project No. 15-1662 
 

Conditions of Approval Page 2 of 6 

Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification (Date 
and Signature) 

(collectively “Actions”), brought against the City, and/or any of 
its officials, officers, employees, agents, departments, agencies, 
and instrumentalities thereof, that challenge, attack, or seek to 
modify, set aside, void, or annul any action of, or any permit or 
approval issued by, the City and/or any of its officials, officers, 
employees, agents, departments, agencies, and instrumentalities 
thereof (including actions approved by the voters of the City), 
for or concerning the project, whether such Actions are brought 
under the California Environmental Quality Act, the Planning 
and Zoning Law, the Subdivisions Map Act, Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1085 or 1094.5, or any other state, federal, or 
local statute, law, ordinance, rule, regulation, or any decision of 
a court of competent jurisdiction. It is expressly agreed that the 
City shall have the right to approve, which approval will not be 
unreasonably withheld, the legal counsel providing the City’s 
defense, and that applicant shall reimburse City for any costs 
and expenses directly and necessarily incurred by the City in the 
course of the defense. City shall promptly notify the applicant 
of any action brought and City shall cooperate with applicant in 
the defense of the action. 

4.  The subject properties shall be developed in a manner consistent 
with the Minor Development Plan 15-1662 as approved by the 
City Council on July 13, 2016, as conditioned in these 
conditions of approval and as illustrated in the stamped, 
approved plans. Any modifications to the approved project shall 
be reviewed and approved pursuant to the Eastvale Zoning 
Code.  

Ongoing Planning Department  

5.  Any approval granted by the City Council shall not be final 
until and unless the applicant’s deposit account to cover the 
costs of application processing is made current and a positive 

Ongoing Planning Department 
and 

Building Department 
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Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification (Date 
and Signature) 

balance of at least $2,000.00 is on hand to cover the costs of 
staff review and follow-up during the construction process. 

6.  Applicant understands and agrees that failure to comply with all 
conditions of approval may result in the City Council taking 
action resulting in modification of conditions of approval and/or 
suspension or revocation of any entitlement permits. 

Ongoing Code Enforcement  

7.  Applicant understands and agrees that the applicant is 
responsible for compliance with all federal, state and local laws 
regarding construction and environmental protection regardless 
of whether they are listed herein as conditions of approval.  

Ongoing Code Enforcement  

Prior to Issuance of Building Permit 

8.  The construction plan shall require that the block wall be coated 
with anti-graffiti treatment. 

Prior to issuance 
of Building 

Permit 

Planning Department 
and Building 
Department 

 

9.  The applicant shall provide revised elevation drawings, showing 
and noting that the microwave dish and all antennas on the 
monopalm shall be painted the same color as the monopalm 
pole.  The elevation drawings shall also show that the palm 
fronds will fully screen all antennas.  

Prior to issuance 
of Building 

Permit 

Planning Department 
and Building 
Department 

 

10.  The applicant shall provide a landscape and irrigation plan 
showing planting of a minimum of three (3) new Date Palm 
trees with a minimum height of16 feet of brown trunk 
surrounding the facility and additional landscape of shrubs and 
vines surrounding the wall enclosures to the satisfaction of the 
Planning Director.   All landscape and irrigation shall be 
installed per the approved landscape and irrigation plan prior to 
final Building Permit sign-off. 

Prior to issuance 
of Building 

Permit  

Planning Department 
and Building 
Department 
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Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification (Date 
and Signature) 

11.  The applicant shall provide revised site plan showing a 
minimum of 50 feet (100% of facility height) setback to all 
property lines or a minimum of 100 feet (200% of facility 
height) to all existing homes nearby the facility, whichever is 
greater. 

Prior to issuance 
of Building 

Permit 

Planning Department 
and Building 
Department 

 

12.  The applicant shall provide a construction plan showing the 
installation of motion-sensor lighting on the facility to the 
satisfaction of the City. The lighting shall be shielded and 
directed downward so as to not impact nearby properties and 
wildlife in the Santa Ana River.  

Prior to issuance 
of Building 

Permit 

Police, Planning, and 
Building Departments 

 

Prior to Issuance of Grading Permit 

13.  Construction activities should be initiated outside of the primary 
nesting season for birds (April 1 - August 15). If construction 
must occur during the nesting season, a nesting bird survey shall 
be conducted within 3 days prior to commencing activities. If 
nesting birds are found in the Project footprint or adjacent areas 
if 500 feet from the project’s footprint, project activities 
including manual clearing or heavy equipment use should not 
occur within a buffer zone established by a qualified biologist 
(150 feet standard, 250 feet in riparian areas, and 500 feet of 
raptor nests) until it is verified by the biologist that young have 
fledged or otherwise the nesting has completed. 

Prior to issuance 
of Grading Permit 

Public Works and 
Planning Departments 

 

14.  If construction commencement is scheduled to occur during the 
known avian breeding season for Vireo belli pusillus (April 10 – 
August 31), a pre-construction survey for nesting birds shall be 
performed and submitted to the City for review and approval. 

Prior to issuance 
of Grading Permit 

Public Works and 
Planning Departments 

 

Fire Department  
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Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification (Date 
and Signature) 

Prior to the issuance of Building Permit, the applicant shall comply with all Fire Department standards requirements and 
conditions. 

1. Provide a Knox box or padlock at the access gate.  

2. Contractor shall post permanent signage in a conspicuous location at the site identifying whom should be called in an emergency, 
with phone numbers and site-identifying information (such as address, site#). 

3. Provide a 2A-10BC fire extinguisher or equivalent. 

4. Call for fire department inspection. 

5. Provide specific fire department conditions on plans for building permit submittal. 

 
General Compliance Items  
 
The following items are noted for the applicant’s information. These items are required by the City, other local agencies, or state or federal 
agencies and are not conditions of approval of the project. 
 

1. Certification of continued use of the wireless communications facility shall be submitted to the Planning Director on a yearly basis at 
the time of business license renewal for as long as the facility remains in operation. The certification shall indicate that the facility is 
operating as approved and that the facility complies with the most current Federal Communications Commission (FCC) safety 
standards. If the wireless communications facility is no longer in operation, it shall be removed within 90 days of discontinuance. 
 

2. The applicant shall comply with all provisions and procedures of the Eastvale Building Department related to the plan check review 
process. (Please contact Tim Steenson, Chief Building Official, at 951-703-4451.) 
 

3. The applicant shall pay all applicable Development Impact Fees and City Mitigation Fees as determined by the Building and 
Engineering Departments. 
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4. Every person conducting a business in the City of Eastvale shall obtain a business license. For more information regarding business 
registration, please visit the Business Registration information provided the City website (http://www.eastvalecity.org). 

 
5. If human remains are encountered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until 

the Riverside County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to Public Resource Code Section 
5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been 
made. If the Riverside County Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission 
shall be contacted within a reasonable time frame. Subsequently, the Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the most 
likely descendant. The most likely descendant shall then make recommendations and engage in consultation concerning the 
treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 

6. No obstruction shall be placed on any existing easement, unless an approval document from easement holder(s) is provided to the 
City. 

7. No obstruction/improvement shall be made that blocks the existing drainage pattern. Any revision may require a grading plan. 

 

 
 

http://www.eastvalecity.org/
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Request to the Mayor and to Eastvale City Council 
to uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to 

deny Verizon’s application for a cell phone tower on 
8306 Grapewin Street (Project No. 15-1662) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



TO:   Eastvale City Council 
 
FROM: Eastvale Residents 
 
DATE:  July 11, 2016 
 
SUBJECT:  Request to City Council to uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to deny  
  Verizon’s application for a cell phone tower (Project No. 15-1662) 
 
 
We, residents of Eastvale, request that the City Council uphold the Planning Commission’s 
decision to deny Verizon’s application for a cell phone tower on 8306 Grapewin Street (Project 
No. 15-1662).  We would like to present the following facts for your consideration.  Thank you 
for your time and service to our great city. 
 
Not in compliance with Zoning Code 
 

Section 4.14(A)(3) encourages “the use of existing … structures while taking into 
account the use of concealment technology.”  As discussed by Commissioner Bill 
VanLeeuwen, there are existing structures at Half Moon Park which is better centralized in 
the community providing better coverage to more residents and improved coverage to 
Ronald Regan Elementary (an area that has bad cell service). 

 
Very Small Benefit to the Community 
 

We, again, agree with the Planning Commission’s finding that most of the proposed 
“new” coverage area is located in the area serving Norco and the Santa Ana River where 
there are no residents.  We agree with the Planning Commission’s statement that “the 
proposed facility at the proposed location would not enhance wireless service to the 
community for which it is being proposed.” 
 
Below is the map Verizon provided taking out the Santa Ana River.  As you can see the 
Planning Commission was correct that the cell phone tower is covering more of the Santa 
Ana River and Norco than Eastvale. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Current Cell Phone Coverage (above) 
 

Proposed Cell Phone Coverage (below) 
 

 
 



No Adequate Site Analysis Performed 
 

Verizon’s site analysis only included 7 locations, all of which were in a row, and 3 of 
which were residential homes.  Verizon has a responsibility to perform a more thorough 
site analysis – especially locations that better serve the residents of Eastvale and locations 
that are compliant with our zoning code (using existing structures, i.e. Half Moon Park).   
 
There are already existing cell phone towers at Huber Park, Harada Heritage Park, 
McCune Family Park, Orchard Park and Providence Ranch Park (proposed). 

 
Citizens do not want the Tower in the backyard of a residence. 
 

Several hundred signatures were collected from Eastvale residents who oppose the tower 
being built in a residential backyard.  When discussing the topic with residents they agree 
with the Planning Commission’s findings that “the proposed facility at the proposed 
location would not enhance wireless service to the community for which it is being 
proposed” and that “the use of an existing … structure” would better serve our city. 

 
Verizon mislead the Planning Commission on coverage area 
 

Figure 1 on the Alternative Site Analysis provided by Verizon shows existing tower sites 
including a Verizon Tower across the river in Norco.  Figure 2 of existing coverage does 
not show that tower neither does figure 1 of vicinity map or figure 3 of proposed 
coverage area.  We believe coverage from the tower not shown on the map is registration 
# 1251588 (SBA 2012 TC Assets, LLC) or 1266341 (Horvath Towers, LLC).   
 

Visual Nuisance  
 

There is no need for an additional visual nuisance when there are existing structures that 
are more suitable (refer to section 4.14(A)(3) of the zoning code).  Again there are 
existing cell phone towers at Huber Park, Harada Heritage Park, McCune Family Park, 
Orchard Park and Providence Ranch Park (proposed). 

 
Tower is effectively only 15 feet high, not 50 feet above the adjoining properties and homes.  
 

The proposed tower location is approximately 30’ below street level.  With the 
transmitters several feet below the top of the 50’ monoplam, the tower is only 
approximately 15’ above street level.  Microwave radio relay transmits data “between 
two locations on a line of sight radio path.”  The signals from this tower will be diluted 
since they will be going through dozens of second stories of homes before it attempts to 
reach all other Eastvale cell towers which are approximately 45’ above the ground. 

 
Noise 
 

Wireless carriers require access for maintenance 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, and 
maintenance (most often done at night) brings trucks with lifts, generators, radios, and 
lights. This maintenance work is typically done at night (late) to avoid impacting daytime 
users.  This noise and lights propagate in all directions and affect many neighbors. This 
commercial activity is not appropriate in a residential backyard.  You can see what it's 
like to live next to a cell phone tower by watching here: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QCaOazQauvc. 



 
Privacy Concerns 

 
The proposed cell tower is 50 feet tall, and as noted earlier, effectively 15’ in height from 
street level.  Anyone working on the tower would have an unobstructed view straight into 
children's bedrooms - this is unacceptable!   

 
 
Verizon presented inaccurate facts regarding the text message they sent 
 

Verizon presented a large amount of supposedly Eastvale residents who are in favor of 
the tower and only one opposed based on a text message they sent out.  Below is a copy 
of the text message.  The message was apparently not sent to only Eastvale residents but 
based on a ping from their cell phone towers for all of those in the service vanity vicinity 
including numerous non-residents.  In addition, in its text message Verizon did not 
provide the option to oppose the tower.  
 

   
 
 
We again urge the City Council to uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to deny 
Verizon’s application for a cell phone tower on 8306 Grapewin Street.  Thank you for your time, 
consideration and service to our community.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
Sean McMullin Heidi McMullin Kurt DeSteuben          Adele DeSteuben 
 
Brad Peacock  Suzie Peacock  Nazar Kalayji  Deanne Kalayji 
 
John Ingratz  Rosa Ingratz  Bashar Madani 
 
And all of the following signers of the petition to stop this cell towers.   
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LAUREL LEE HYDE 
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July 8, 2016 
 
Via Email Only 

Mayor Ike Bootsma 
  and Councilmembers  
 City of Eastvale 
12363 Limonite Ave., Suite 910 
Eastvale, CA 91752  
 

Re: Verizon Wireless’s Appeal of the City Planning Commission Denial Of 
Minor Development Plan No. 15-1662 for the Unmanned And Disguised 
Telecommunications Facility to be Located at 8306 Grapewin Street in 
Eastvale (Grapewin).     

 
Mayor Bootsma and Councilmembers: 
 

Our office represents Verizon Wireless (“Verizon”) regarding the unmanned and 
disguised wireless telecommunications facility to be located at 8306 Grapewin Street in Eastvale 
(the “Property”) pursuant to Minor Development Plan No. 15-1662 (the “Facility”).     

 
Verizon’s unmanned Facility will use only a small fraction of the ground space of the 

Property, will disguise and shield the antennas, will mimic the look of a palm tree and blend in 
with other trees in the neighborhood, is removed from residential structures, and will not 
generate any new traffic or pedestrian trips to the Property.  The Facility is needed to fill a 
significant gap in coverage for area residents, businesses and vehicle users.     

 
Accordingly, Verizon requests that the Eastvale City Council grant the appeal and 

approve the Facility and its related environmental review document.       
 

A. Verizon’s Proposed Facility. 
 

Verizon’s Facility is required to address a substantial gap in coverage and capacity in the 
area.  The Facility is needed to provide new or enhanced coverage to previously significantly 
underserved residential areas, to offload existing voice and data capacity demands from other 
nearby Verizon wireless facilities (Kimball and Selby), and to serve customers who travel on 
nearby segments of Archibald Avenue and other streets.  The need to offload capacity stress on 
existing network infrastructure in the area is most likely due to an increase in customers using 
smartphones and a decrease in overall landline phone use.  
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General information about Verizon’s proposed small unmanned Facility is: 
 

• City Planning Staff reviewed the project for nearly one year before it recommended 
approval of Minor Development Plan No. 15-1662 and issued a Categorical Exemption 
under CEQA for the project, which necessarily determined that the project will not have 
any significant impacts as to aesthetics or other items.   
 

• All antennas and equipment for the Facility will be disguised and screened from public 
views. The Facility is sited at the back of the Property and away from Grapewin Street. 
(Exhibit 1).  
 

• The faux tree mimics the look of a palm and blends with several other palm trees in the 
area. 

 
• Verizon’s disguised Facility is 20 feet lower than the 70 foot height limit for the Zone, or 

nearly 30% below the maximum height allowed.     
 

• The Facility has a total ground-level footprint of only about 323 square feet for the 
equipment enclosure on a large lot.  That Facility footprint is only a fraction the size of 
the Property.    
 

• The unmanned Facility will generate only a few maintenance trips to the site only every 
one to two months on average.   This is effectively a zero ADT generation rate for the 
Facility.   
 
B. Verizon’s Facility Is Consistent With National and State Policies To Promote 

The Development Of Wireless Communications Networks Within The City.  
 
Approval of Verizon’s proposed disguised Facility is consistent with many laws and 

policies that promote the rapid and broad development of wireless communications networks, 
including: 

  
• As of 2011, the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) found that about 70% of 

all E911 calls originated from wireless devices, and that percentage will continue to 
increase.1  One of the main reasons that many people own a wireless phone is the ability 
to call 911 for help in an emergency.   
 

                                                           
1 FCC Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau, Wireless 911 Services Fact Sheet (originally issued Feb. 1, 
2011) (updated version found at https://transition.fcc.gov/cgb/consumerfacts/wireless911srvc.pdf). 

https://transition.fcc.gov/cgb/consumerfacts/wireless911srvc.pdf
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• A U.S. Department of Health and Human Services report found, as of 2013, that 41% of 
U.S. homes had only wireless telephones, up from 30% in 2010.2   

 
• The FCC determined that the volume of consumer data transmissions utilizing carriers’ 

national mobile networks will increase by almost 800% between 2013 and 2018.3  The 
growing consumer capacity demands demonstrate the importance of wireless broadband 
communications networks to the U.S.’s economic growth, global competitiveness, and 
civic life.4 

 
• The State Legislature stated that the timely deployment of wireless telecommunications 

facility networks has a significant beneficial economic impact in California. (Government 
Code section 65964.1(c)).   
 
C. Verizon’s Facility Complies With All Health Safety Regulations And Is Safe. 

 
Verizon’s Facility is required to comply, and will comply, with all laws and regulations 

on health safety.  This includes all FCC laws on radio frequency waves. Verizon earlier provided 
the City with a May 12, 2016, report from qualified experts (Hammett & Edison, Inc.) that 
explained the Facility complies with all FCC regulations and is safe.  

 
In addition, the FCC and other organizations have determined, based on a consensus 

review of many scientific studies, that telecommunications service base stations (antenna sites) 
are safe.  Information about the health safety of such facilities includes: 

• American Cancer Society -      
http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancercauses/othercarcinogens/athome/cellular-phone-
towers (“Public exposure to radio waves from cell phone tower antennas is slight for 
several reasons. The power levels are relatively low, the antennas are mounted high 
above ground level, and the signals are transmitted intermittently, rather than constantly.  
At ground level near typical cellular base stations, the amount of RF energy is thousands 
of times less than the limits for safe exposure set by the US Federal Communication 
Commission (FCC) and other regulatory authorities. It is very unlikely that a person 
could be exposed to RF levels in excess of these limits just by being near a cell phone 
tower.”) 

• FCC Radio Frequency Safety -  
http://www.fcc.gov/general/radio-frequency-safety-0 and  

                                                           
2 FCC Report and Order No. 14-153 (October 21, 2014) page 4, notes 3-4, and 
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless201407.pdf. 
3 FCC Report and Order No. 14-153 (October 21, 2014) page 4, note 6. 
4 FCC Report and Order No. 14-153 (October 21, 2014) page 4, note 8. 

http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancercauses/othercarcinogens/athome/cellular-phone-towers
http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancercauses/othercarcinogens/athome/cellular-phone-towers
http://www.fcc.gov/general/radio-frequency-safety-0
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless201407.pdf
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https://www.fcc.gov/engineering-technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-
division/radio-frequency-safety/faq/rf-safety#Q15 (“The RF emissions from cellular or 
PCS base station antennas are generally directed toward the horizon in a relatively 
narrow pattern in the vertical plane.  In the case of sector (panel) antennas, the pattern is 
fan-shaped, like a wedge cut from a pie.  As with all forms of electromagnetic energy, the 
power density from the antenna decreases rapidly as one moves away from the antenna. 
Consequently, ground-level exposures are much less than exposures if one were at the 
same height and directly in front of the antenna.”) 
 

• World Health Organization -  
http://www.who.int/peh-emf/about/WhatisEMF/en/index1.html (Telecommunications 
base stations add little to the total ambient radio frequency signals as signal strengths are 
typically similar to or lower than signal strengths from distant radio and TV stations.) 
 
D. Verizon’s Facility Fills A Significant Gap In Coverage And Was Sited In The 

Least Intrusive Means. 
  
The Facility fills a large gap in coverage in the densely populated residential 

communities, and any businesses, near Archibald Avenue.  (See coverage maps attached as 
Exhibit 2, and aerial photo of the community attached as Exhibit 3).  Verizon’s RF engineer’s 
supplemental letter dated July 6, 2016, which is submitted to the City along with this 
correspondence, explains that the Grapewin site is needed to relieve significant network stresses 
due to other nearby existing Verizon sites called as “Kimball” and “Selby” that are operating at 
around full capacity.  Those stresses cause lack of voice coverage and connectivity, dropped calls 
and lack of call reliability, and slow data processing speeds in the area.    

 
Further, materials were earlier submitted to the City by Verizon on about June 8, 2016, 

regarding Verizon’s customers’ support for the Facility. Over a period of five (5) days recently, 
933 Verizon customers responded to a text message inquiring about support for the Facility and 
for improved services in the community.     

 
Street segments of Archibald Avenue are also provided substantially improved voice and 

data services by the Facility.  (See Exhibits 2 and 3). Archibald Avenue between N. River Road 
and Chandler Street supports a total of 12,000-12,500 average daily traffic trips (ADTs) based on 
the County of Riverside Transportation Department, Traffic Counts – 2014, which is found at 
http://rctlma.org/Portals/7/documents/WEB%20COUNTS.pdf.  Archibald Avenue is used by 
City residents.  

 
  Verizon reviewed a reasonable range of alternative sites within the limited search ring 
related to the nearby Kimball and Selby facilities in Verizon’s network.  But no feasible 
alternative locations were found for leasing or were adequate to place a disguised facility.  No 
viable co-location sites were found.  The search ring area is in a section of Eastvale that is 

https://www.fcc.gov/engineering-technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radio-frequency-safety/faq/rf-safety%23Q15
https://www.fcc.gov/engineering-technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radio-frequency-safety/faq/rf-safety%23Q15
http://www.who.int/peh-emf/about/WhatisEMF/en/index1.html
http://rctlma.org/Portals/7/documents/WEB%20COUNTS.pdf
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largely developed with a majority of residential uses, has limited commercial properties 
(including any multi-story buildings tall enough to support a rooftop facility that can achieve 
Verizon’s coverage objective), and is bordered to the east by the Santa Ana River Valley (where 
facilities are difficult to site due to sensitive habitat and topography). (See Exhibit 4, City 
Zoning Map and Verizon’s planning consultant’s narrative discussion of the lack of alternative 
sites in the area; see Exhibit 5, an alternative site analysis prepared by Verizon’s planning 
consultant.)    

 
No substantial evidence therefore supports the Planning Commission’s denial decision on 

the supposed grounds that existing co-location options exist.  No such feasible opportunities are 
available in the area. 

 
Further, no substantial evidence supports the Planning Commission’s denial decision on 

the supposed grounds that Eastvale residents and businesses would not be served by the Facility.  
Coverage maps (Exhibit 2), the aerial photo of the area (Exhibit 3), as well as the Zoning Map 
(Exhibit 4) all conclusively demonstrate that the Facility would provide improved coverage and 
capacity to City residents. No substantial evidence contradicts this information.   
 

E. The Facility Will Not Result In Any Material Visual Impacts.        
 

No substantial evidence supports the Planning Commission’s belated denial decision 
claim that the Facility will have aesthetic impacts.  No material visual impacts will result from 
the Facility for the following reasons: 

• The faux tree Facility has a minimal footprint, will mimic the look of a palm tree, will 
blend in with several other palm trees in the area, is setback far away from a public road, 
and is about 30% under the maximum allowable height for the zone.    

• The faux tree design disguises and shields the antennas.  (Exhibit 1).   

• The proposed Categorical Exemption decision by the City Planning Department 
necessarily determined that the Facility would not cause any significant aesthetic or other 
impacts.  No substantial evidence contradicts this conclusion.    

*  *  *  *  * 
 

Verizon looks forward to addressing the significant gap in coverage and capacity in the 
area by installing the proposed faux tree Facility.  An application for the Facility was filed with 
the City in June 2015, more than 1 year ago.  The Facility complies with all City codes and 
regulations for the site.  The Facility will blend in with the visual elements in the area.    
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Accordingly, Verizon requests that the City Council grant the appeal and approve the 
CUP for the Facility, together with its CEQA Categorical Exemption.  

  
 
Please include this letter as part of the administrative record for the Facility application.  

Please let me know if you have any questions about this matter.  Thank you.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 /s/ 
 
Kevin P. Sullivan, Esq. 

 
 
 
Copies: John Cavanaugh, Esq. (via email) 
 Eric Norris (via email) 
 Marc Donohue (via email) 
 Kanika Kith (via email) 
 Shannon Champion, Esq. (via email) 
 Glenn Stock (via email) 
 Jane Collier (via email) 
 Ahmad Smith (via email) 
 Courtney Standridge (via email) 



EXHIBIT 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 1 





NOTE:

NEW VERIZON WIRELESS (2) EQUIPMENT CABINETS &

DC GENERATOR ON NEW CONCRETE PAD, (2) GPS

ANTENNAS AND 50'-0" HIGH STEALTH ANTENNA

STRUCTURE WITHIN NEW 17'-0" x 19'-0", 6'-0" HIGH

CMU WALL ENCLOSURE (LEASE AREA)

NEW VERIZON WIRELESS

(12) PANEL ANTENNAS, (12)

RRU'S, (2) RAYCAP BOXES

AND (1) PARABOLIC

ANTENNA MOUNTED ON

NEW 50'-0" HIGH STEALTH

ANTENNA STRUCTURE



NEW VERIZON WIRELESS (12) PANEL

ANTENNAS, (12) RRU'S, (2) RAYCAP

BOXES AND (1) PARABOLIC ANTENNA

MOUNTED ON NEW 50'-0" HIGH

STEALTH ANTENNA STRUCTURE

NEW VERIZON WIRELESS 17'-0" x 19'-0",

6'-0" HIGH TEXTURED SPLIT-FACE BLOCK

WALL ENCLOSURE (PAINTED TAN TO

MATCH SURROUNDINGS)

NOTE:

NEW VERIZON WIRELESS (2) EQUIPMENT CABINETS &

DC GENERATOR ON NEW CONCRETE PAD, (2) GPS

ANTENNAS AND 50'-0" HIGH STEALTH ANTENNA

STRUCTURE WITHIN NEW 17'-0" x 19'-0", 6'-0" HIGH

CMU WALL ENCLOSURE (LEASE AREA)

NEW LANDSCAPING

AROUND EXTERIOR

(3) NEW PALMS (MINIMUM

HEIGHT 16'-0" OF BROWN

TRUNK)



NEW VERIZON WIRELESS (12) PANEL

ANTENNAS, (12) RRU'S, (2) RAYCAP

BOXES AND (1) PARABOLIC ANTENNA

MOUNTED ON NEW 50'-0" HIGH

STEALTH ANTENNA STRUCTURE

NOTE:

NEW VERIZON WIRELESS (2) EQUIPMENT CABINETS &

DC GENERATOR ON NEW CONCRETE PAD, (2) GPS

ANTENNAS AND 50'-0" HIGH STEALTH ANTENNA

STRUCTURE WITHIN NEW 17'-0" x 19'-0", 6'-0" HIGH

CMU WALL ENCLOSURE (LEASE AREA)



EXHIBIT 2 

EXHIBIT 2 



Owner
Typewritten Text
Existing Coverage



Owner
Typewritten Text
Proposed Coverage
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EXHIBIT 4 

EXHIBIT 4 



City of Eastvale Zoning Map 

The project site (Grapewin) is outline in RED in the center of the map above. The area shown above is 
the approximate scope of Verizon’s search ring for a new facility, which would allow for distance from 
existing Verizon telecom facilities in the area and would avoid interference with them. 

Brown is Planned Residential Developments and disguised wireless communication facilities are not 
permitted in this area.  

Yellow is One-Family Dwellings (R-1) and disguised wireless communications facilities are not permitted 
in this area. 

Light Green is Light Agriculture (A-1) Disguised wireless communications facilities are permitted so long 
as they meet the setback requirements. Disguised wireless communication facilities in or adjacent to 
nonresidential zone classifications shall be set back from habitable dwellings a distance equal to 200% 
(100ft) of the facility height OR shall be set back from residential property lines a distance equal to 100% 
(50ft) of facility height, whichever is greater. Although many candidates with this zoning classification 
were considered many were not an option as we would not be able to meet the proper setbacks.  

Blue is Watercourse, Watershed, and Conservation Areas (W-1) Disguised wireless communications 
facilities are permitted, but the Santa Ana Riverbed was not considered as a viable candidate because of 
significant permitting and impact mitigation difficulties from extending utilities and access to a new 
facility, as well as construction of a new facility, within a sensitive habitat area. Also, the Riverbed area is 
lower in elevation, which would require a very tall and visible structure to achieve Verizon’s coverage 
objective. Likely permitting difficulties would arise for that reason too. 



EXHIBIT 5 

EXHIBIT 5 



Verizon Project: Grapewin 

Proposed Wireless Telecommunications Facility at 8306 Grapewin St. 

Alternative Site Analysis 

The Site Selection Process 

Data relating to incomplete and dropped calls is gathered, drive‐tests are conducted, and scientific 
modeling using sophisticated software is evaluated. Once the area requiring a new site is identified, a 
target/search ring on a map is provided to a real estate professional to begin a search for a suitable 
location. 

During an initial reconnaissance, properties for consideration for the installation of a cell site must 
be located in the general vicinity of the ring, with an appropriate zoning designation, and appear to have 
enough space to accommodate an antenna structure and the supporting radio equipment. The size of this 
space will vary depending on the objective of the site. The owners of each prospective location are notified 
to assess their interest in partnering with Verizon Wireless. 

Four key elements are considered in the selection process: 

1. Leasing: The property must have an owner who is willing to enter into a long‐term lease agreement
under very specific terms and conditions.

2. Zoning: It must be suitably zoned in accordance with local land‐use codes to allow for a successful
permitting process.

3. Construction: Construction constraints and costs must be reasonable from a business perspective,
and the proposed project must be capable of being constructed in accordance with local building
codes and safety standards.

4. RF: It must be strategically located to be able to achieve the RF engineer’s objective to close the
significant gap with antennas at a height to clear nearby obstructions.

Beginning in March 2014, CORE Communications was able to identify (4) potential locations that 
showed promise in meeting the four essential elements listed above. Over the course of a year, CORE 
Communications had many visits with potential landlords, discussed lease spaces, rental terms and made 
substantial progress in preparing these locations. Unfortunately, due to leasing issues and complications 
with RF objectives, these sites were put on hold.  

In March of 2015, SAC Wireless picked up the project from CORE Communications and began 
searching the ring for additional alternatives. SAC went back to the previous landlords in hopes of resolving 
matters, but was unsuccessful. SAC was able to scout (3) additional locations and began the process of 
site walks, landlord discussions and zoning feasibility. The specifics pertaining to each site are listed below. 



Site Selection Started by CORE Communications in March 2014 

Alternate Site #1 – Vacant Lot (1) 
Address: 8500 Archibald St Corona, CA 92880 
APN: 130-080-005  
Owner: Vantagepoint Church 

CORE Communications was able to walk this property many times and met to discuss lease space and 
terms on many occasions. This vacant lot is to be developed into a church site and the landlord was still 
working on the plans and construction timelines. Overall the landlord couldn’t commit to the lease space 
without having the plans for the church locked down. He also had concerns about resistance from the 
congregation.  

Alternate Site #2 – Vacant Lot (2) 
Address: N/A 
APN: 130-080-008  
Owner: Gilstrap, Marjorie J. 

Efforts to reach landlord were made in person and via mail. No responses ever received. 

Alternate Site #3 – Ranch/Horse Training  
Address: 8312 Grapewin St. Corona, CA 92880 
APN: 130-070-021  
Owner: Peakcock Residence  

CORE Communications worked with the landlord for over 9 months. Many site walks were conducted as 
well as meetings with the landlord.  They were ready, willing and eager to proceed with the leasing process, 
but stood firm with their annual rental requirement of $50,000/yr. These terms could not be met by Verizon 
and therefor the progress of this site could not continue. 

Alternate Site #4 – Farm 
Address: NA 
APN: 130-070-015  

This landlord showed interest and was eager to proceed with lease discussions, but due to RF challenges 
we couldn’t proceed any further. The topography, elevation and location of utilities presented issues, so the 
location was no longer pursued. 



Site Selection Continued with SAC Wireless in March 2015 

Alternate Site #5  
Address: 8222 Grapewin St. Corona, CA 92880 
APN: 130-070-010 
Owner: Smith Residence  

Alternate candidate 5 is located just north of the proposed project location. Although this location is within 
the target search ring area and the property owner may be open to a possible lease agreement with Verizon, 
the size, shape, and characteristics of the lot make it difficult to comply with setback requirements. Also, the 
lot characteristics make it difficult to create a design that is non-intrusive to the existing property elements 
and non-intrusive to the property owner’s use of the remainder of the property.  

Alternate 6: 
APN: 130-080-004 
(Archibald Avenue south of Grapewin Street) 

Alternate candidate 6 was considered due to its location and site characteristics; however, the property owner 
is not interested in entering a long-term lease agreement with Verizon.   

Alternate 7: 
Address: 8306 Grapewin St. Corona, CA 92880 
APN: 130-070-018 
Owner: Ostercamp Residence  

As a result of the infeasibility of the alternate sites, Verizon Wireless’ network deployment personnel selected 
the proposed site in order to meet the technical objectives of RF engineering, which concurrently provides 
the best option with regard to other key criteria that include, but are not limited to accessibility, utility 
connections, zoning compatibility, liability and risk assessment, site acquisition, maintenance and 
construction costs. The proposed project location at 8306 Grapewin is the most desirable site, specifically in 
terms of zoning, as the disguised monopalm design will blend in well with the existing palm trees in the 
immediate area, ensuring a compatible design with the surrounding environment.  

Additional challenges include: 

Zoning– The search ring is limited due to residential parcels to the North – Northwest and the Santa Ana 
River Bed (Conservation) on the South – Southeast. (See Figure 2) 

Topography – The parcels vary in elevation and can differ by up to 30+ feet. 



• Verizon complies with all Federal, state, and local requirements.

• Communication sites are operated at a small percentage of FCC emission requirements

• Facilities are inspected by internal and third party entities at regular intervals to insure proper
operation and compliance.

• Communication facilities can be found anywhere from hospitals and schools to single family lots.



 

Dear City Council,        July 6
th

 2016 

 

 This letter is in reference to the proposed VZW telecommunications facility 

named “Grapewin” located at 8306 Grapewin, Corona, CA 92880. Verizon Wireless has 

identified a deficiency in its wireless services along Archibald Ave, Norco Dr, Prado 

Basin Park and surrounding residential neighborhoods.  The deficiency in service was 

based on modeled propagation maps and traffic data from neighboring sites.  Signal from 

the neighboring sites such as Kimball and Selby do not provide adequate or reliable 

coverage to Archibald Ave, Norco Dr, Prado Basin Park and surrounding residential 

neighborhoods.  The poor signal quality that serves this area degrades the user experience 

by providing slow data speeds, unreliable network access and frequent connection drops.  

The Verizon Wireless “Grapewin” project was strategically placed to resolve the 

coverage deficiencies and improve network reliability to the Verizon Wireless customers 

in the area.   

 

Figure 1 – Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2 – Existing Coverage 

 

 
 

Figure 3 – Proposed Coverage 
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Capacity 

 In addition to the unreliability and poor performance observed by the users in 

weak/poor signal conditions, it also puts a stress on the effective capacity of the 

surrounding sites.  When a cell site serves a mobile/device in poor coverage conditions, it 

must use up more time and spectrum resources in order to try and deliver the user content 

reliably.  This uses up the limited physical resources quickly and can deprive other users 

connected to the site form gaining access to those resources impacting user experience 

for all customers in the area.  Currently, Verizon Wireless has modified its adjacent 

facilities in an effort to maximize the available capacity; however, increased demand for 

voice and data services has already outstripped the capacity of adjacent sites such as 

“Kimball” and “Selby”.  The current “Grapewin” candidate was the only viable solution 

to provide the required signal level and quality to effectively offload the neighboring 

sites.  Achieving capacity exhaustion severely compromises the Verizon Wireless 

network, leading to failed call attempts, dropped calls, poor quality and slow data speeds 

(the “Capacity Gap”).   

 

To achieve required capacity Grapewin antenna structure needs to be atleast 50 foot in 

height. This height will help not only in capacity but also help us to fill coverage gap 

between Kimball and Selby to achieve goal of less call failure (including emergency 

services) and faster data speed. 

 

Based on an analysis of usage trends and near term capacity forecasts, the Selby site is 

forecasted to be at capacity in 2017. “At capacity” means that a site has exhausted all of 

its resources to reliably support voice calls and data usage.   

 

Analysis shows capacity at Kimball is currently being reached sporadically, so 

customers/users already have degraded service.  The data processing baseline demand for 

Kimball (near the proposed Grapewin site) is steadily growing and is expected to spike 

above the “capacity” standard more frequently beginning July 2016. Service in the area 

around the Kimball site currently is poor due to experienced dropped calls and slow data 

processing speeds, and will get worse if the proposed Grapewin site is not installed and 

the Kimball facility reaches capacity limits as forecasted in July 2016.  Installation of the 

Grapewin site therefore will substantially improve data delivery speeds and call 

reliability for area customers. 

 

Emergency 911 Services 

As more of our voice calls move from CDMA to LTE, maintaining good LTE coverage 

becomes more important for E911.  CDMA is Verizon’s 3G technology mostly used for 

voice calling and small data usage.  LTE is 4G technology focusing more on high-speed 

data transfer and, more recently, voice calling.  In order to provide better call quality, 

voice calling, in the near future, will primarily be made using LTE.  Also, upcoming 

phones will start being released as LTE-only.  If an area has poor or no LTE coverage, 
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the likelihood of placing a 911 call is greatly impacted.  The user would likely experience 

call issues such as dropped calls and audio gaps and may even not be able to make a call.  

During emergencies where multiple users need to make a call, the network would be 

clogged due to the lack of resources.   

 

Verizon makes it a priority to ensure our customers have reliable access to make calls 

during any type of emergency. 

 

Telecommunications networks are recognized to be integral to the use of the 911 

emergency systems. As of 2011, the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) 

found that about 70% of all Emergency 911 calls originated from wireless devices, and 

that percentage will continue to increase.  (FCC Consumer and Governmental Affairs 

Bureau, Wireless 911 Services Fact Sheet (originally issued Feb. 1, 2011) (updated 

version found at https://transition.fcc.gov/cgb/consumerfacts/wireless911srvc.pdf)).  One 

of the main reasons that many people own a wireless phone is the ability to call 911 for 

help in an emergency. 

 

Summary 

 As an RF Engineer with over 20  years of experience, I have spent over 20 years 

working in the LA  market where I designed and analyzed siting considerations for over 

200 telecommunications facility sites. After analyzing the traffic & performance data, 

coverage plots and local knowledge of the area, it is my professional judgment that the 

current location and design of the “Grapewin” project is vital for improving the network 

reliability service and performance to Archibald Ave, Norco Dr, Prado Basin Park and 

surrounding residential areas.     

 

Regards, 

Carlos Herrera 

Senior RF Design Engineer 

Verizon 
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Kanika Kith

From: elopez951 <elopez951@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 9:05 AM

To: Kanika Kith

Subject: Cell tower

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Why isn't every resident of Eastvale afforded the same level of cell service?  Is one section of Eastvale less 
worthy?  How do you determine which citizens to serve? 
 
As a resident of Brant CT, I am unable to afford a land line and rely on my Verizon cell phone for all 
emergency services.  This includes home wireless services from ATT UVERSE.  I have tried another carrier 
and with the same poor result.  As a senior I deserve the same protection as others in Eastvale.   
 
I had to drive away from my home many times to receive or respond to a call.  90% of the time my signal 
strength is at a '3G' level with 1 or 2 bars.  I have a new generation smartphone and can not receive phone 
calls!  I later find a notification that I received 5 calls from a family member and I did not get a ring tone from a 
properly set up phone!  And if you operate a business, full or part time, you loose many opportunities.  
 
I deserve the quality of communication services that other residents of Eastvale enjoy for my safety, business, 
service expenses, and communication with in-need family members. 
 
Eileen Lopez Lopez 
14264 Brant Ct 
EASTVALE, CA 92880 
 
951-737-1105 Mobile 
  
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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Kanika Kith

From: Kanika Kith

Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2016 5:12 PM

To: 'Courtney Standridge'

Cc: Eric Norris; Cathy Perring; Marc Donohue; Malinda Lim

Subject: FW: Hearing Request

Courtney,  

 

We received a request for a public hearing for the wireless facility on Grapewin.  See email below.  We will take this 

project to Planning Commission on May 18th.   

 

Let me know if you have any questions.  

 

Kanika Kith 

Senior Planner 
City of Eastvale 

12363 Limonite Ave., Suite 910  

Eastvale, CA 91752 
www.EastvaleCA.gov 

951.258-8300 Cell 
 

Please note, City Hall is closed on Fridays 

 
  
Facebook l Twitter l Instagram l LinkedIn l E-Notification 

  
Community ~ Pride ~ Prosperity 

 

 

 

 

From: Kanika Kith  

Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2016 5:06 PM 

To: 'McMullin, Sean' <SEANM@allstate.com> 

Cc: 'heidimcmullin@gmail.com' <heidimcmullin@gmail.com>; 'Nazar@Providentrealestate.com' 

<Nazar@Providentrealestate.com> 

Subject: RE: Hearing Request 

 
Hi Sean, 

 

Thank you for sending this request for a public hearing. We will schedule this for Planning Commission meeting on May 

18th.   

 

If you have any comments or questions, feel free to email them to me.  

 

Thanks,  
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Kanika Kith 

Senior Planner 
City of Eastvale 

12363 Limonite Ave., Suite 910  
Eastvale, CA 91752 

www.EastvaleCA.gov 
951.258-8300 Cell 

 

Please note, City Hall is closed on Fridays 

 
  

Facebook l Twitter l Instagram l LinkedIn l E-Notification 

  

Community ~ Pride ~ Prosperity 

 

 

 

 

From: McMullin, Sean [mailto:SEANM@allstate.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2016 10:48 AM 

To: Kanika Kith <kkith@eastvaleca.gov> 

Cc: heidimcmullin@gmail.com; Nazar@Providentrealestate.com 

Subject: Hearing Request 

 
Hi Kanika, 

  

I would like to request a hearing on behalf of my wife, Heidi McMullin, regarding the minor development 

application for the installation of a new wireless telecommunications facility potentially located at 8306 

Grapewin St.  I am a resident of Eastvale.  Let me know if you need me to do anything else.  Thank you! 
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Kanika Kith

From: JimCSullivan@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 4:43 PM

To: Kanika Kith

Cc: kurt@fec-electric.com; lylesmith50@att.net; jimcsullivan@aol.com

Subject: Request for Hearing on Minor Development Review Project No. 15-1662 

Attachments: 160419 Eastvale Kurt.doc

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Ms Kanika Kith, 
  
Thank you for your courtesy on the phone this afternoon, and attached is the letter requesting the 
Planning commission review and deny the application for this microwave tower site. 
  
The neighbors will be in attendance at that hearing scheduled for May 18, and will have abundant 
information for the commissioners to review and make their decision with.   
  
Please do contact me when you have the information requested earlier. 
  
Thank you 
  

Jim 

 
Jim Sullivan 
5102 Wisteria Dr 
Oceanside, CA 92056 
 
909-910-0520 cell JimCSullivan@aol.com -  
   

Jim Sullivan

PrideMark 

5102 Wisteria Dr

Oceanside Ca, 92056 

Ms Kanika Kith 

City of Eastvale Planning Department 

12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910 

Eastvale , CA 91752 April 18, 2016  

Re: Request for a hearing on Minor Development Review Project No. 15-1662  

Dear Ms  

Righ
t-
click 
here 
to  
dow
nloa
d 

pictu
res.  
To 
hel…
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This letter is in opposition to the Project No 15-1662, and on behalf of Mr. & Mrs Kurt deStuben, 8230 
Grapewin Street; and Mr. & Mrs Lyle Smith, 8222 Grapewin Street. These are the adjoining neighbors to the 
east of the proposed microwave tower. 

We are requesting a hearing for this, and would like more information on project and any study done by the 
proponent regarding the affects of a tower on the health and environmental effects of the immediate, 
surrounding homes. Unfortunately, the project proponent has not made earlier contact with the residents in the 
vicinity of the proposed cell tower, and there are questions about the medical and health concerns of such a 
facility. Having been cancer survivors they do not wish to expose themselves to a risk factor that can be 
avoided. There are several points of reference indicating the need for studies of this kind of facility, noting that 
the The International Association of Fire Fighters’ position on locating cell towers or commercial wireless 
infrastructure on fire department facilities is to oppose the use of fire stations as base stations for 
towers and/or antennas for the conduction of cell phone transmissions. This based on studies of 
adverse affects to Firemen in California. (reference https://www.iaff.org/HS/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp )  

It is our understanding that the City will hold a requested hearing on May 18, at 6 PM. Please confirm and 
we will be in attendance to provide the Planning Commission with both our concerns, and with the information 
that will allow for consideration of moving this tower to a more appropriate location. 

We are looking forward to hearing from you soon. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Jim 

 
Jim Sullivan 
5102 Wisteria Dr 
Oceanside, CA 92056 
 
909-910-0520 cell JimCSullivan@aol.com -  
 
 
Confidentiality Note: This e-mail message and any attachments to it are intended only for the named recipients 
and may contain confidential information. If you are not one of the intended recipients, please do not duplicate or 

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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forward this e-mail message and immediately delete it from your computer. 
� Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 



 

 

 Jim Sullivan 

 PrideMark  

 5102 Wisteria Dr 

 Oceanside Ca, 92056  

 Ms Kanika Kith 

City of Eastvale Planning Department 

12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910 

Eastvale , CA   91752          April 18, 2016  

Ms Kanika Kith 

City of Eastvale Planning Department 

12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910 

Eastvale , CA   91752          April 18, 2016  

Re:  Request for a hearing on Minor Development Review Project No. 15-1662  

Dear Ms  

This letter is in opposition to the Project No 15-1662, and on behalf of Mr. & Mrs Kurt deStuben, 8230 

Grapewin Street;  and Mr. & Mrs Lyle Smith, 8222 Grapewin Street.  These are the adjoining neighbors 

to the east of the proposed microwave tower. 

We are requesting a hearing for this, and would like more information on project and and any study 

done by the proponet regarding the affects of a tower on the health and environmental effects of the 

immediate, surrounding homes. Unfortunately, the project proponent has not made earlier contact 

with the residents in the  vicenity of the proposed cell tower, and there are questions about the medical 

and health concerns of such a facility.  Having been cancer survivors they do not wish to expose 

themselves to a risk factor that can be avoided.  There are several points of reference indicating the 

need for studies of this kind of facility, noting that the The International Association of Fire Fighters’ 

position on locating cell towers or commercial wireless infrastructure on fire department facilities is to 
oppose the use of fire stations as base stations for towers and/or antennas for the conduction of cell 
phone transmissions. This based on studies of adverse affects to Firemen in California. (reference 
https://www.iaff.org/HS/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp )  

It is our understanding that the City will hold a requested hearinpg  on May 18, at 6 PM. Please confirm 

and we will be in attendance to provide the Planning Commission with both our concerns, and with the 

information that will allow for consideration of moving this tower to a more appropriate location. 

We are looking forward to hearing from you soon. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

https://www.iaff.org/HS/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp
https://www.iaff.org/HS/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp
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Kanika Kith

From: BMENG2000 <bmeng2000@aol.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2016 1:01 PM

To: Daniella McClister; Kanika Kith

Subject: Re: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  

PROJECT NO. 15-1662

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

I would like to review the environmental and safety studies for this tower , please email me a link for these 
studies  
 
Regards  
Bashar Madani  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
On May 8, 2016, at 9:01 AM, City of Eastvale <info@eastvaleca.gov> wrote: 

PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJEC T NO. 
15-1662 

Post Date: 05/08/2016 9:00 AM  

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN  that the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will hold a public 
hearing on Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. at Rosa Parks Elementary School located at 
13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, CA 92880, to consider the proposed Minor Development 
Review application for the installation of a new wireless telecommunications facility that will be 
disguised as a 50-foot-high monopalm (artificial palm tree) and associated equipment in a 17-foot 
by 19-foot leased area behind an existing single-family home located at 8306 Grapewin Street, 
Corona, CA 92880 (Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-018) with access via an easement on an 
adjacent parcel to the north (Assessor’s Parcel Number 380-070-019) – Project No. 15-1662. 

The associated equipment consists of 12 panel antennas, one microwave dish, two equipment 
cabinets, one generator, and associated apparatus surrounded by a proposed 6-foot-high textured 
split-face block wall enclosure. Maintenance personnel will visit the site every 4 to 6 weeks to 
ensure the equipment is functioning properly and to perform regular maintenance. 

The applicant is Verizon Wireless, c/o Dail Richard. The project site is not located on a hazardous 
materials site listed under Government Code Section 65962.5. The project qualifies for a Class 3 
Categorical Exemption pursuant to Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small 
Structures, as exempt from further environmental review requirements contained in the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

Any person may submit written comments prior to the public hearing or may appear in person 
before the Planning Commission to be heard. Written comments may be mailed to the City of 
Eastvale Planning Department located at 12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910, Eastvale, CA 91752. 
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Any questions on the project may be directed to Kanika Kith at (951) 258-8300 or via e-mail at 
kkith@eastvaleca.gov. All comments made in writing or via e-mail prior to the public hearing 
must be submitted and received by the City of Eastvale Planning Department no later than 
Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 5:00 p.m. Oral and written comments may be submitted directly to 
the Planning Commission at the public hearing. If you challenge the project in court, you may be 
limited to raising only those issues you raised at the public hearing as described in this notice or 
in written correspondence delivered to the Eastvale Planning Commission prior to or at the public 
hearing. 

  

  

Having trouble viewing this email? View on the website instead.  

Change your eNotification preference.  

Unsubscribe from all City of Eastvale, CA eNotifications.  

Righ
t-
click 
here 
to  
dow
nloa
d 

pictu
res.  
To 
hel…
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Kanika Kith

From: BMENG2000@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 4:57 PM

To: Daniella McClister; Kanika Kith

Subject: RE: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  

PROJECT NO. 15-1662

Dear Kanika  
Please consider this email as an objection to this project , there are many concerns that need to be addressed 
properly on this project .  
 
1. The timing of the letter provides a very short notice to residents around this area, leave them with 8 days to 
comment on such development. 
2. Is there any study been made to comply with city of Eastvale code -chapter 120.05 in regards to height limitation 
from residents?  
3. Is there any study been made to comply with the aircraft zone and FAA, is this tower will create any issue to 
flights at corona airport and eventfully increasing possibility for flight accidents in this area?  
4. Is there any study been performed for the electromagnetic frequency (EMF) expected to come from tower and the 
health impact associated with such waves, what is the current EMF and what is excepted to be? Is the new value 
safe? Please see attached link for related study http://www.prisonplanet.com/new-study-links-over-7000-cancer-
deaths-to-cell-phone-tower-radiation-exposures.html 
5. Is the legal impact associated with this tower if approved and caused a health issue been reviewed by the city, 
who will pay for a class action if a residents claim cancer or health related problem from this tower? 

 

Thanks  

Bashar Madani  

From: City of Eastvale [mailto:info@eastvaleca.gov]  

Sent: Sunday, May 8, 2016 9:01 AM 

To: bmeng2000@aol.com 

Subject: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJECT NO. 15-1662 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJECT NO. 15-1662 

Post Date: 05/08/2016 9:00 AM  

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on 

Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. at Rosa Parks Elementary School located at 13830 Whispering Hills 

Drive, Eastvale, CA 92880, to consider the proposed Minor Development Review application for the installation 

of a new wireless telecommunications facility that will be disguised as a 50-foot-high monopalm (artificial palm 

tree) and associated equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot leased area behind an existing single-family home 

located at 8306 Grapewin Street, Corona, CA 92880 (Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-018) with access via an 

easement on an adjacent parcel to the north (Assessor’s Parcel Number 380-070-019) – Project No. 15-1662. 

The associated equipment consists of 12 panel antennas, one microwave dish, two equipment cabinets, one 

generator, and associated apparatus surrounded by a proposed 6-foot-high textured split-face block wall 

enclosure. Maintenance personnel will visit the site every 4 to 6 weeks to ensure the equipment is functioning 

properly and to perform regular maintenance. 
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The applicant is Verizon Wireless, c/o Dail Richard. The project site is not located on a hazardous materials site 

listed under Government Code Section 65962.5. The project qualifies for a Class 3 Categorical Exemption 

pursuant to Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures, as exempt from further 

environmental review requirements contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

Any person may submit written comments prior to the public hearing or may appear in person before the 

Planning Commission to be heard. Written comments may be mailed to the City of Eastvale Planning 

Department located at 12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910, Eastvale, CA 91752. Any questions on the project 

may be directed to Kanika Kith at (951) 258-8300 or via e-mail at kkith@eastvaleca.gov. All comments made in 

writing or via e-mail prior to the public hearing must be submitted and received by the City of Eastvale Planning 

Department no later than Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 5:00 p.m. Oral and written comments may be submitted 

directly to the Planning Commission at the public hearing. If you challenge the project in court, you may be 

limited to raising only those issues you raised at the public hearing as described in this notice or in written 

correspondence delivered to the Eastvale Planning Commission prior to or at the public hearing. 
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Kanika Kith

From: BMENG2000@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 3:56 PM

To: Kanika Kith

Subject: RE: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  

PROJECT NO. 15-1662

Hi Kanika ,  

 

Thank You for sending additional information , It seems the applicant is addressing the signal strength and improvement 

to their wireless services , yet noting in these documents addressing possible danger and radiant exposure to resident as 

well as risk assessment and mitigation . 

 

Regards  

Bashar Madani  

 

 

 

From: Kanika Kith [mailto:kkith@eastvaleca.gov]  

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 3:24 PM 

To: 'BMENG2000' <bmeng2000@aol.com> 

Subject: RE: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJECT NO. 15-1662 

 
Hi Bashar, 

 

Attached are additional documents provided by the applicant for the wireless project on Grapewin.  

 

Kanika Kith 

Senior Planner 

City of Eastvale 
12363 Limonite Ave., Suite 910  

Eastvale, CA 91752 
www.EastvaleCA.gov 

951.258-8300 Cell 
 

Please note, City Hall is closed on Fridays 

 
  
Facebook l Twitter l Instagram l LinkedIn l E-Notification 
  
Community ~ Pride ~ Prosperity 

 

 

From: Kanika Kith  

Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2016 7:35 PM 



2

To: BMENG2000 <bmeng2000@aol.com> 

Subject: RE: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJECT NO. 15-1662 

 
Hi Bashar,  

 

We received some documents from the applicant regarding your request.  See attached.  

 

Also, please use the link below to access the agenda for the May 18, 2016 Planning Commission meeting: 

 

http://www.eastvaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=4803 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

 

Kanika 

 

From: BMENG2000 [mailto:bmeng2000@aol.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2016 1:01 PM 

To: Daniella McClister; Kanika Kith 

Subject: Re: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJECT NO. 15-1662 

 
I would like to review the environmental and safety studies for this tower , please email me a link for these 
studies  
 
Regards  
Bashar Madani  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
On May 8, 2016, at 9:01 AM, City of Eastvale <info@eastvaleca.gov> wrote: 

PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJEC T NO. 
15-1662 

Post Date: 05/08/2016 9:00 AM  

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN  that the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will hold a public 
hearing on Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. at Rosa Parks Elementary School located at 
13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, CA 92880, to consider the proposed Minor Development 
Review application for the installation of a new wireless telecommunications facility that will be 
disguised as a 50-foot-high monopalm (artificial palm tree) and associated equipment in a 17-foot 
by 19-foot leased area behind an existing single-family home located at 8306 Grapewin Street, 
Corona, CA 92880 (Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-018) with access via an easement on an 
adjacent parcel to the north (Assessor’s Parcel Number 380-070-019) – Project No. 15-1662. 

The associated equipment consists of 12 panel antennas, one microwave dish, two equipment 
cabinets, one generator, and associated apparatus surrounded by a proposed 6-foot-high textured 
split-face block wall enclosure. Maintenance personnel will visit the site every 4 to 6 weeks to 
ensure the equipment is functioning properly and to perform regular maintenance. 

The applicant is Verizon Wireless, c/o Dail Richard. The project site is not located on a hazardous 
materials site listed under Government Code Section 65962.5. The project qualifies for a Class 3 
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Categorical Exemption pursuant to Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small 
Structures, as exempt from further environmental review requirements contained in the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

Any person may submit written comments prior to the public hearing or may appear in person 
before the Planning Commission to be heard. Written comments may be mailed to the City of 
Eastvale Planning Department located at 12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910, Eastvale, CA 91752. 
Any questions on the project may be directed to Kanika Kith at (951) 258-8300 or via e-mail at 
kkith@eastvaleca.gov. All comments made in writing or via e-mail prior to the public hearing 
must be submitted and received by the City of Eastvale Planning Department no later than 
Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 5:00 p.m. Oral and written comments may be submitted directly to 
the Planning Commission at the public hearing. If you challenge the project in court, you may be 
limited to raising only those issues you raised at the public hearing as described in this notice or 
in written correspondence delivered to the Eastvale Planning Commission prior to or at the public 
hearing. 
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Kanika Kith

From: BMENG2000@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 11:54 AM

To: Kanika Kith; Daniella McClister

Cc: Eric Norris; Cathy Perring; John Cavanaugh; Ike Bootsma; Joe Tessari

Subject: RE: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  

PROJECT NO. 15-1662

Attachments: RE: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  

PROJECT NO. 15-1662; Document (6).pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Kanika  

The provided documents in the attached email don’t address any of the concerns mentioned below and was sent on 

May 10th .  

 

1. The timing of the letter provides a very short notice to residents around this area, leave them with 8 days to 
comment on such development. 
2. Is there any study been made to comply with city of Eastvale code -chapter 120.05 in regards to height limitation 
from residents?  
3. Is there any study been made to comply with the aircraft zone and FAA, is this tower will create any issue to 
flights at corona airport and eventfully increasing possibility for flight accidents in this area?  
4. Is there any study been performed for the electromagnetic frequency (EMF) expected to come from tower and the 
health impact associated with such waves, what is the current EMF and what is excepted to be? Is the new value 
safe? Please see attached link for related study http://www.prisonplanet.com/new-study-links-over-7000-cancer-
deaths-to-cell-phone-tower-radiation-exposures.html 
5. Is the legal impact associated with this tower if approved and caused a health issue been reviewed by the city, 
who will pay for a class action if a residents claim cancer or health related problem from this tower? 

 

Please see below comments from the documents you sent on Saturday 

 

The Local governmental guide limiting an exposure of the employee to 6 minute and 30 minute ( see attached Page from 

the guidelines you sent on Saturday ) the question is , if the guidelines limiting employee exposure to 6 and 30 min then 

how would you justify the exposure of the residents that they leave with a few feet from that tower for the whole day 

and night?  

 

The Engineering report include the guidelines information and limits but don’t provide any calculation or computer 

modeling on how they arrive with that limit included on the report , A computer modeling would be appropriate to 

illustrate the radiation level at a different radius and have a better understanding of the radiation impact .  

 

I would still recommend addressing the above issue sufficiently and insuring the safety of our residence  prior of 

approving such development .  

 

Regards  

Bashar Madani  
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From: Kanika Kith [mailto:kkith@eastvaleca.gov]  

Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 7:32 PM 

To: 'BMENG2000@aol.com' <BMENG2000@AOL.com>; Daniella McClister <dmcclister@eastvaleca.gov> 

Cc: Eric Norris <Enorris@eastvaleca.gov>; Teague, Mark <MTeague@mbakerintl.com>; Cathy Perring 

<cperring@eastvaleca.gov>; Weintraub, Morgan <mweintraub@mbakerintl.com>; John Cavanaugh 

<Jcavanaugh@eastvaleca.gov> 

Subject: RE: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJECT NO. 15-1662 

 
Thank you for your comments.  They will be included in the staff report for the Planning Commission to consider.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Kanika Kith 

Senior Planner 
City of Eastvale 

12363 Limonite Ave., Suite 910  

Eastvale, CA 91752 
www.EastvaleCA.gov 

951.258-8300 Cell 
 

Please note, City Hall is closed on Fridays 

 
  
Facebook l Twitter l Instagram l LinkedIn l E-Notification 
  
Community ~ Pride ~ Prosperity 

 

 

From: BMENG2000@aol.com [mailto:BMENG2000@AOL.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 4:57 PM 

To: Daniella McClister <dmcclister@eastvaleca.gov>; Kanika Kith <kkith@eastvaleca.gov> 

Subject: RE: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJECT NO. 15-1662 

 
Dear Kanika  
Please consider this email as an objection to this project , there are many concerns that need to be addressed 
properly on this project .  
 
1. The timing of the letter provides a very short notice to residents around this area, leave them with 8 days to 
comment on such development. 
2. Is there any study been made to comply with city of Eastvale code -chapter 120.05 in regards to height limitation 
from residents?  
3. Is there any study been made to comply with the aircraft zone and FAA, is this tower will create any issue to 
flights at corona airport and eventfully increasing possibility for flight accidents in this area?  
4. Is there any study been performed for the electromagnetic frequency (EMF) expected to come from tower and the 
health impact associated with such waves, what is the current EMF and what is excepted to be? Is the new value 
safe? Please see attached link for related study http://www.prisonplanet.com/new-study-links-over-7000-cancer-
deaths-to-cell-phone-tower-radiation-exposures.html 
5. Is the legal impact associated with this tower if approved and caused a health issue been reviewed by the city, 
who will pay for a class action if a residents claim cancer or health related problem from this tower? 

 

Thanks  
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Bashar Madani  

From: City of Eastvale [mailto:info@eastvaleca.gov]  

Sent: Sunday, May 8, 2016 9:01 AM 

To: bmeng2000@aol.com 

Subject: City of Eastvale, CA: PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJECT NO. 15-1662 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING PROJECT NO. 15-1662 

Post Date: 05/08/2016 9:00 AM  

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on 

Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. at Rosa Parks Elementary School located at 13830 Whispering Hills 

Drive, Eastvale, CA 92880, to consider the proposed Minor Development Review application for the installation 

of a new wireless telecommunications facility that will be disguised as a 50-foot-high monopalm (artificial palm 

tree) and associated equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot leased area behind an existing single-family home 

located at 8306 Grapewin Street, Corona, CA 92880 (Assessor’s Parcel Number 130-070-018) with access via an 

easement on an adjacent parcel to the north (Assessor’s Parcel Number 380-070-019) – Project No. 15-1662. 

The associated equipment consists of 12 panel antennas, one microwave dish, two equipment cabinets, one 

generator, and associated apparatus surrounded by a proposed 6-foot-high textured split-face block wall 

enclosure. Maintenance personnel will visit the site every 4 to 6 weeks to ensure the equipment is functioning 

properly and to perform regular maintenance. 

The applicant is Verizon Wireless, c/o Dail Richard. The project site is not located on a hazardous materials site 

listed under Government Code Section 65962.5. The project qualifies for a Class 3 Categorical Exemption 

pursuant to Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures, as exempt from further 

environmental review requirements contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

Any person may submit written comments prior to the public hearing or may appear in person before the 

Planning Commission to be heard. Written comments may be mailed to the City of Eastvale Planning 

Department located at 12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910, Eastvale, CA 91752. Any questions on the project 

may be directed to Kanika Kith at (951) 258-8300 or via e-mail at kkith@eastvaleca.gov. All comments made in 

writing or via e-mail prior to the public hearing must be submitted and received by the City of Eastvale Planning 

Department no later than Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 5:00 p.m. Oral and written comments may be submitted 

directly to the Planning Commission at the public hearing. If you challenge the project in court, you may be 

limited to raising only those issues you raised at the public hearing as described in this notice or in written 

correspondence delivered to the Eastvale Planning Commission prior to or at the public hearing. 

  

  

Having trouble viewing this email? View on the website instead.  

Change your eNotification preference.  

Unsubscribe from all City of Eastvale, CA eNotifications.  
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Kanika Kith

From: Dave Welch <welch_family@att.net>

Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 4:20 PM

To: Kanika Kith

Subject: Proposed Verizon cell tower on Grapewin 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Subject: Cell Tower at Grapewin 

 

I am writing in SUPPORT of the proposed Verizon cell tower on Grapewin. I live half way between the proposed tower 

and RR Elementary and there is no service within 50 feet of my home. Once inside I have service via my wireless network 

extender, which goes I and out, so we've been anxiously awaiting since we first heard of Verizon's intent about 2.5 years 

ago. We have a friend on Grapewin who was approached.  

 

William D Welch (Dave) 

8327 Fiske Drive 

Eastvale CA 92880 

 

Sent from Dave's iPhone 
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Kanika Kith

From: Marc Donohue

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 9:59 AM

To: Larry Oblea; Howard Feng; Karen Patel; William Van Leeuwen; Daryl Charlson

Cc: Eric Norris; Cathy Perring; 'jcavanaugh@cavanaughlaw.net'; Malinda Lim; Kanika Kith

Subject: FW: Cell Tower - 8306 Grapewin Street

Good Morning, 

 

Please see the comments below. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Marc Donohue, CMC | City Clerk 

City of Eastvale 

12363 Limonite Ave., Suite 910  

Eastvale, CA 91752 

(951) 703-4421 

www.eastvaleca.gov 

Facebook l Twitter 

 

 
 

From: Aundrea [mailto:amartin100503@gmail.com]  

Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2016 10:13 PM 

To: Marc Donohue 
Subject: Cell Tower - 8306 Grapewin Street 

 
Hello Marc, 
 
I would like to add my comments in favor of the cell tower on Grapewin.  
 
The cell service at Ronald Reagan Elementary School is very poor. Making it difficult for those staff members 
who need proper cell service to receive important calls, especially when not near a land line.  
 
AND for those of us that volunteer in our children's classrooms who may need to received an important or 
emergency call. I personally have missed an urgent call about one of my children who does not go to RRES and 
was very upset once my phone update after leaving the school area and realized what had been missed. Yes my 
husband was called. But I am the first to be called for a specific reason. Because I can get to them first and 
faster. 
 
Please consider this as another valid reason to build this cell tower.  
 
Aundrea Martin 
14537 Beechwood Ct, Eastvale 
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626-354-2907 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Kanika Kith

From: JimCSullivan@aol.com

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 9:24 AM

To: Kanika Kith

Cc: jimcsullivan@aol.com; kurt@fec-electric.com; ca1adele@aol.com

Subject: Opposition to PROJECT NO.15-1662  Reasons for denying the Project 

Ms Kanika Kith,  
  
During the Planning Commission hearing on May 18 the "City Attorney Cavanaugh emphasized that 
Federal law mandates that a wireless facility cannot be denied based on health issues alone, there would 
need to be other reasons for denial", as noted in the minutes of that meeting. 
  
Reasons for denying the Project may be found in the documents submitted by the applicant.  Information 
provided by the applicant may be shown to be intended to be easily misunderstood, and this may have 
been accidental or purposely done, but the resulting facts do not change the situation. 
  
The 50 foot tower is located on a site that is approximately 20 feet lower than the immediately 
surrounding parcels and homes.  It is in fact about 20 feet above some of the homes in nearby, 
surrounding areas. 

•  The elevation of the Tower when completed will not be 50 feet above the surrounding 
residences.   Because of the topography and location sited it will be from 20 to 30 feet lower than 
the nearby homes. Which means that those residents living adjacent to the Tower will have added 
exposure to radiation.    

• Verizon's topo map (Chapter 2, figure 4) does not show adjoining property topo 
elevations  and conveniently omits many of the elevation notations which makes it difficult for any 
non engineer to read and understand      

• Setbacks for the Tower are not adequate in the opinion of residents because some of the homes 
that are two story residences may be facing directly into the radiation beams, and the 
transmissions could be directed through their homes, their bedrooms, and living spaces. 

Reference to nearby home to the west of the Tower was referred to as a 'structure' or  'shed'.  This 
was pointed out  by Suzie Peacock and when "Commissioner Van Leeuwen initiated discussion regarding 
the nearest site to the tower being referred to as a structure versus a residence. Senior Planner Kith 
noted that staff was unable to access property to verify if it was a habitable structure and noted that on 
the site plan it was identified as an existing building." (minutes of 5/18 meeting) 

•  Photo provided to the Commission on page 2 of Staff Report clearly shows the Peacock home and 
any observation from Grapewin Street would show that this is the principal residence for the 
family.     

Mr Bashar Madani wrote, on May 10, to the Commission in opposition to the Project and itemized his 
several concerns. One of which is,  "Is the legal impact associated with this tower if approved and caused 
a health issue been reviewed by the city, who will pay for a class action if a residents claim cancer or 
health related problem from this tower?" 
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•  Adele deSteuben is the closest neighbor to the East of the Tower site. She is a cancer survivor, 
and is currently diagnosed with meningioma brain tumor that has been stable and in a restive or 
non growing status for several years.  Who will be responsible and liable for her if the microwave 
radiation stimulates this and it advances? 

• Heidi Mullin is a cancer survivor who is purchasing a home on Grapewin and is concerned about 
the many studies that have shown that Microwave Radiation may not be harmful in small doses, 
but what will the radiation levels be when she is in constant exposure to the transmission adjacent 
to her new home? 

Is the Planning commission prepared to take this responsibility, and to pass it on to the City and citizens? 
  
Verizon has multiple sites identified for the project.  There are at least three other sites that appeared to 
be preferred by the applicant, but were not available because of property owner opposition, or too high 
of a cost to lease.   This clearly shows that the issue is dollars and cents to the company.  It is not good 
sense to put this project on Grapewin and the company may have purposely colored some of the data to 
make this less understood, and more easily approved by the Commissioners.  This is not a fair treatment 
of either the public, or the Commission. 
  
The residents on Grapewin Street and nearby neighbors want to emphasize to the Planning Commission 
that the subject project is not bad in or of itself, but is in a Bad Location.    Please deny the project and 
ask Verizon to find a better location. 
  
Respectfully Submitted 
  
Jim Sullivan 
Advocate for Kurt and Adele deSteuben  
909-910-0520 cell JimCSullivan@aol.com -  
 
 
Confidentiality Note: This e-mail message and any attachments to it are intended only for the named recipients 
and may contain confidential information. If you are not one of the intended recipients, please do not duplicate or 
forward this e-mail message and immediately delete it from your computer. 
� Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 
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Kanika Kith

From: JimCSullivan@aol.com

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 8:05 AM

To: Kanika Kith

Cc: jimcsullivan@aol.com

Subject: Oppositions to Project #15-1662   IAFF position on Microwave Towers  

Attachments: 160615 IAFF FireFighters Position on the Health Effects from Rad

Ms Kanika Kith, 
  
In the minutes of the May 18 meeting  Bill Frescas, engineer with Verizon, discussed the Electromagnetic 
emissions (EME) issues and noted that the FCC mandates measurements and Verizon has to show that 
they are in compliance. He stated that cell sites are located in parks, churches, and fire stations. 
  
Recent news articles portray a different fact: http://abc7.com/news/la-supervisors-stop-cell-tower-
construction-at-fire-stations/571612/  3/24/2015: Los Angeles County suspends decision to construct the 
towers!  Further more the Policy Position of the IAFF, International Association of FireFighters, attached 
below, refute his statements.   
  
The issue is Time. Time that is spent in the zone of Radiation.  More time equals more concerns. 
  
Microwave towers are important for communications and need to be located appropriately.  NOT on 
sites that are near to bedrooms and living quarters where people tend to spend the majority of their 
time.   This project on Grapewin is not a well designed geographically nor consistent with avoiding 
neighborhood exposure to Microwave Radiation. 
  
This is why the current site is Opposed by the residents and request that Verizon should seek a site that is 
not in a neighborhood.    
  
It is dollars and cents for the applicant and Verizon, it is quality of life and concern for children and 
elderly for those that would be forced to live in the shadow of the tower. 
  
Best Regards 
  
Jim Sullivan 
Advocate for Kurt and Adele deSteuben  
909-910-0520 cell JimCSullivan@aol.com  
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Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE FIGHTERS  

DIVISION OF OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH, SAFETY AND MEDICIN E  

Position on the Health Effects from Radio Frequency /Microwave (RF/MW) Radiation in Fire 
Department Facilities from Base Stations for Antenn as and Towers for the Conduction of Cell 

Phone Transmissions   

http://www.iaff.org/hs/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp  

The International Association of Fire Fighters’ pos ition on locating cell towers commercial 
wireless infrastructure on fire department faciliti es, as  adopted by its membership in August 
2004 (1), is that the  IAFF oppose the use of fire stations as base stati ons for towers and/or 
antennas for the conduction of cell phone transmiss ions until a study with the highest 
scientific merit and integrity on health effects of  exposure to low-intensity RF/MW radiation is 
conducted and it is proven that such sitings are no t hazardous to the health of our members.  

Further, the IAFF is investigating funding for a U.S. and Canadian study that would characterize 
exposures from RF/MW radiation in fire houses with and without cellular antennae, and examine the 
health status of the fire fighters as a function of their assignment in exposed or unexposed fire 
houses. Specifically, there is concern for the effects of radio frequency radiation on the central 
nervous system (CNS) and the immune system, as well as other metabolic effects observed in 
preliminary studies. 

It is the belief of some international governments and regulatory bodies and of the wireless telecommunications industry 
that no consistent increases in health risk exist from exposure to RF/MW radiation unless the intensity of the radiation is 
sufficient to heat body tissue.  However, it is important to note that these positions are based on non-continuous 
exposures to the general public to low intensity RF/MW radiation emitted from wireless telecommunications base 
stations.  Furthermore, most studies that are the basis of this position are at least five years old and generally look at the 
safety of the phone itself.  IAFF members are concerned about the effects of living directly under these antenna base 
stations for a considerable stationary period of time and on a daily basis.  There are established biological effects from 
exposure to low-level RF/MW radiation.  Such biological effects are recognized as markers of adverse health effects when 
they arise from exposure to toxic chemicals for example. The IAFF’s efforts will attempt to establish whether there is a 
correlation between such biological effects and a health risk to fire fighters and emergency medical personnel due to the 
siting of cell phone antennas and base stations at fire stations and facilities where they work. 

Background  

Critical questions concerning the health effects and safety of RF/MW radiation remain.  Accordingly, should we allow 
exposure of our fire fighters and emergency medical personnel to this radiation to continue for the next twenty years when 
there is ongoing controversy over many aspects of RF/MW health effects?  While no one disagrees that serious health 
hazards occur when living cells in the body are heated, as happens with high intensity RF/MW exposure (just like in a 
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microwave oven), scientists are currently investigating the health hazards of low intensity RF/MW exposure. Low intensity 
RF/MW exposure is exposure which does not raise the temperature of the living cells in the body.   

Additionally, a National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences panel designated power frequency electromagnetic 
fields (ELF/EMF) as "possible human carcinogens." (2)  In March 2002 The International Association on Research on 
Cancer of the World Health Organization also assigned this designation to ELF/EMF in Volume 80 of its IARC 
Monographs on the Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans. (3) 

Fixed antennas used for wireless telecommunications are referred to as cellular base stations, cell 
stations, PCS ("Personal Communications Service") stations or telephone transmission towers. 
These base stations consist of antennas and electronic equipment. Because the antennas need to be 
high in the air, they are often located on towers, poles, water tanks, or rooftops. Typical heights for 
freestanding base station towers are 50-200 feet. 

Some base stations use antennas that look like poles, 10 to 15 feet in length, that are referred to as 
"omni-directional" antennas. These types of antennas are usually found in rural areas. In urban and 
suburban areas, wireless providers now more commonly use panel or sector antennas for their base 
stations. These antennas consist of rectangular panels, about 1 by 4 feet in dimension. The antennas 
are usually arranged in three groups of three antennas each. One antenna in each group is used to 
transmit signals to wireless phones, and the other two antennas in each group are used to receive 
signals from wireless phones. 

At any base station site, the amount of RF/MW radiation produced depends on the number of radio 
channels (transmitters) per antenna and the power of each transmitter.  Typically, 21 channels per 
antenna sector are available.  For a typical cell site using sector antennas, each of the three 
transmitting antennas could be connected to up to 21 transmitters for a total of 63 transmitters.  When 
omni-directional antennas are used, a cellular base station could theoretically use up to 96 
transmitters. Base stations used for PCS communications generally require fewer transmitters than 
those used for cellular radio transmissions, since PCS carriers usually have a higher density of base 
station antenna sites. 

The electromagnetic RF/MW radiation transmitted from base station antennas travel toward the 
horizon in relatively narrow paths. The individual pattern for a single array of sector antennas is 
wedge-shaped, like a piece of pie.  Cellular and PCS base stations in the United States are required 
to comply with limits for exposure recommended by expert organizations and endorsed by 
government agencies responsible for health and safety.  When cellular and PCS antennas are 
mounted on rooftops, RF/MW radiation levels on that roof or on others near by would be greater than 
those typically encountered on the ground.  

The telecommunications industry claims cellular antennas are safe because the RF/MW radiation 
they produce is too weak to cause heating, i.e., a "thermal effect." They point to "safety standards" 
from groups such as ANSI/IEEE or ICNIRP to support their claims. But these groups have explicitly 
stated that their claims of “safe RF/MW radiation exposure is harmless” rest on the fact that it is too 
weak to produce a rise in body temperature, a "thermal effect." (4) 

There is a large body of internationally accepted scientific evidence which points to the existence of 
non-thermal effects of RF/MW radiation. The issue at the present time is not whether such evidence 
exists, but rather what weight to give it. 

Internationally acknowledged experts in the field of RF/MW radiation research have shown that 
RF/MW transmissions of the type used in digital cellular antennas and phones can have critical 
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effects on cell cultures, animals, and people in laboratories and have also found epidemiological 
evidence (studies of communities, not in the laboratory) of serious health effects at "non-thermal 
levels," where the intensity of the RF/MW radiation was too low to cause heating. They have found:  

• Increased cell growth of brain cancer cells (5)  
• A doubling of the rate of lymphoma in mice (6)  
• Changes in tumor growth in rats (7)  
• An increased number of tumors in rats (8) 
• Increased single- and double-strand breaks in DNA, our genetic material (9) 
• 2 to 4 times as many cancers in Polish soldiers exposed to RF (10)  
• More childhood leukemia in children exposed to RF (11) 
• Changes in sleep patterns and REM type sleep (12)  
• Headaches caused by RF/MW radiation exposure (13) 
• Neurologic changes (14) including: 

o Changes in the blood-brain-barrier (15) 
o Changes in cellular morphology (including cell death) (16)  
o Changes in neural electrophysiology (EEG) (17)  
o Changes in neurotransmitters (which affect motivation and pain perception) (18) 
o Metabolic changes (of calcium ions, for instance) (19)  
o Cytogenetic effects (which can affect cancer, Alzheimer's, neurodegenerative diseases) (20)  

• Decreased memory, attention, and slower reaction time in school children (21)  
• Retarded learning in rats indicating a deficit in spatial "working memory" (22)  
• Increased blood pressure in healthy men (23) 
• Damage to eye cells when combined with commonly used glaucoma medications (24) 

Many national and international organizations have recognized the need to define the true risk of low 
intensity, non-thermal RF/MW radiation exposure, calling for intensive scientific investigation to 
answer the open questions.  These include:  

• The World Health Organization, noting reports of "cancer, reduced fertility, memory loss, and adverse changes in 
the behavior and development of children." (25) 

• The U. S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) (26) 
• The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) (27) 
• The Swedish Work Environmental Fund (28) 
• The National Cancer Institute (NCI) (29) 
• The European Commission (EC) (30) 
• New Zealand's Ministry of Health (31) 
• National Health and Medical Research Council of Australia (32) 
• Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization of Australia (CSIRO) (33) 
• The Royal Society of Canada expert group report prepared for Health Canada (34) 
• European Union's REFLEX Project (Risk Evaluation of Potential Environmental Hazards from Low Frequency 

Electromagnetic Field Exposure Using Sensitive in vitro Methods) (35) 
• The Independent Group on Electromagnetic Fields of the Swedish Radiation Protection Board (SSI) (36) 
• The United Kingdom’s National Radiological Protection Board (NRPB) (37) 
• The EMF-Team Finland's Helsinki Appeal 2005 (38) 

Non-thermal effects are recognized by experts on RF/MW radiation and health to be potential health 
hazards.  Safe levels of RF/MW exposure for these low intensity, non-thermal effects have not yet 
been established.  

The FDA has explicitly rejected claims that cellular phones are "safe." (39) 
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The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has stated repeatedly that the current (ANSI/IEEE) 
RF/MW safety standards protect only against thermal effects. (40) 

Many scientists and physicians question the safety of exposure to RF/MW radiation. The CSIRO 
study, for example, notes that there are no clear cutoff levels at which low intensity RF/MW exposure 
has no effect, and that the results of ongoing studies will take years to analyze. (41) 

Internationally, researchers and physicians have issued statements that biological effects from low-
intensity RF/MW radiation exposure are scientifically established: 

•         The 1998 Vienna-EMF Resolution (42) 

•         The 2000 Salzburg Resolution on Mobile Telecommunication Base Stations (43) 

•         The 2002 Catania Resolution (44) 

•         The 2002 Freiburger Appeal (45) 

•         The 2004 Report of the European Union's REFLEX Project (Risk Evaluation of Potential 
Environmental Hazards from Low Frequency Electromagnetic Field Exposure Using Sensitive 
in vitro Methods) (46) 

•         The 2004 Second Annual Report from Sweden's Radiation Protection Board (SSI) 
Independent Expert Group on Electromagnetic Fields Recent Research on Mobile Telephony 
and Health Risks (47) 

•         Mobile Phones and Health 2004: Report by the Board of NRPB (The UK's National 
Radiological Protection Board) (48) 

The county of Palm Beach, Florida, the City of Los Angeles, California, and the country of New 
Zealand have all prohibited cell phone base stations and antennas near schools due to safety 
concerns.  The British Columbia Confederation of Parent Advisory Councils [BCCPAC] passed a 
resolution in 2003 banning cellular antennae from schools and school grounds. This organization is 
comparable to the Parent Teachers Association (PTA) in the United States.  The resolution was 
directed to B.C. Ministry of Education, B.C. Ministry of Children and Family Development, B.C. School 
Trustees Association, and B.C. Association of Municipalities. 

US Government Information  

In the United States, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has used safety guidelines for 
RF/MW radiation environmental exposure since 1985. 

The FCC guidelines for human exposure to RF/MW radiation are derived from the recommendations 
of two organizations, the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP) and 
the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE). In both cases, the recommendations were 
developed by scientific and engineering experts drawn from industry, government, and academia 
after extensive reviews of the scientific literature related to the biological effects of RF/MW radiation. 

Many countries in Europe and elsewhere use exposure guidelines developed by the International 
Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP). The ICNIRP safety limits are generally 
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similar to those of the NCRP and IEEE, with a few exceptions. For example, ICNIRP recommends 
different exposure levels in the lower and upper frequency ranges and for localized exposure from 
certain products such as hand-held wireless telephones. Currently, the World Health Organization is 
working to provide a framework for international harmonization of RF/MW radiation safety standards. 

In order to affirm conformity to standards regarding heating of tissue, measurements are time 
averaged over 0.1 hours [6 minutes].  This method eliminates any spikes in the readings.  Computer 
power bars have surge protectors to prevent damage to computers.  Fire fighters and emergency 
medical personnel do not ! 

The NCRP, IEEE, and ICNIRP all have identified a whole-body Specific Absorption Rate (SAR) value 
of 4 watts per kilogram (4 W/kg) as a threshold level of exposure at which harmful biological thermal 
effects due to tissue heating may occur.  Exposure guidelines in terms of field strength, power density 
and localized SAR were then derived from this threshold value. In addition, the NCRP, IEEE, and 
ICNIRP guidelines vary depending on the frequency of the RF/MW radiation exposure.  This is due to 
the finding that whole-body human absorption of RF/MW radiation varies with the frequency of the RF 
signal.  The most restrictive limits on whole-body exposure are in the frequency range of 30-300 MHz 
where the human body absorbs RF/MW energy most efficiently.  For products that only expose part 
of the body, such as wireless phones, exposure limits in terms of SAR only are specified. 

Similarly, the exposure limits used by the FCC are expressed in terms of SAR, electric and magnetic 
field strength, and power density for transmitters operating at frequencies from 300 kHz to 100 
GHz.  The specific values can be found in two FCC bulletins, OET Bulletins 56 and 65. 

OET Bulletin 56, “ Questions and Answers about Biological Effects and Potential Hazards of 
Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields” was designed to provide factual information to the public by 
answering some of the most commonly asked questions. It includes the latest information on FCC 
guidelines for human exposure to RF/MW radiation.  Further information and a downloadable version 
of Bulletin 56 can be found at: http://www.fcc.gov/oet/info/documents/bulletins/#56 

OET Bulletin 65, “ Evaluating Compliance With FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to 
Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields” was prepared to provide assistance in determining whether 
proposed or existing transmitting facilities, operations or devices comply with limits for human 
exposure to RF/MW radiation adopted by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC).  Further 
information and a downloadable version of Bulletin 65 can be found at: 
http://www.fcc.gov/oet/info/documents/bulletins/#65 

The FCC authorizes and licenses products, transmitters, and facilities that generate RF and 
microwave radiation. It has jurisdiction over all transmitting services in the U.S. except those 
specifically operated by the Federal Government.  Under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA), the FCC has certain responsibilities to consider whether its actions will significantly 
affect the quality of the human environment. Therefore, FCC approval and licensing of transmitters 
and facilities must be evaluated for significant impact on the environment.  Human exposure to RF 
radiation emitted by FCC-regulated transmitters is one of several factors that must be considered in 
such environmental evaluations. In 1996, the FCC revised its guidelines for RF/MW radiation 
exposure as a result of a multi-year proceeding and as required by the Telecommunications Act of 
1996. 

For further information and answers to questions about the safety of RF/MW radiation from 
transmitters and facilities regulated by the FCC go to http://www.fcc.gov/oet/rfsafety/rf-faqs.html. 
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Canadian Government Information  

Industry Canada is the organization that sets regulatory requirements for electromagnetic spectrum 
management and radio equipment in Canada. Industry Canada establishes standards for equipment 
certification and, as part of these standards, developed RSS-102, which specifies permissible 
radiofrequency RF/MW radiation levels. For this purpose, Industry Canada adopted the limits outlined 
in Health Canada's Safety-Code 6, which is a guideline document for limiting RF exposure.  A 
downloadable version of “RSS-102 - Evaluation Procedure for Mobile and Portable Radio 
Transmitters with respect to Health Canada's Safety Code 6 for Exposure of Humans to Radio 
Frequency Fields”, as well as additional information can be found at: 
http://strategis.ic.gc.ca/epic/internet/insmt-gst.nsf/vwapj/rss102.pdf/$FILE/rss102.pdf . 

Safety Code 6 specifies the requirements for the use of radiation emitting devices. This Code 
replaces the previous Safety Code 6 - EHD-TR-160.  A downloadable version of “Limits of Human 
Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields in the Frequency Range from 3 kHz TO 300 GHz 
– Safety Code 6”, as well as further detailed information can be found at http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/hecs-
sesc/ccrpb/publication/99ehd237/toc.htm.  

US and Canadian Legal Issues  

Although some local and state governments have enacted rules and regulations about human 
exposure to RF/MW radiation in the past, the Telecommunications Act of 1996 requires the United 
States Federal Government to control human exposure to RF/MW radiation.  In particular, Section 
704 of the Act states that, "No State or local government or instrumentality thereof may regulate the 
placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless service facilities on the basis of the 
environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with the 
Commission's regulations concerning such emissions." Further information on federal authority and 
FCC policy is available in a fact sheet from the FCC's Wireless Telecommunications Bureau at 
www.fcc.gov/wtb. 

In a recent opinion filed by Senior Circuit Judge Stephen F. Williams, No. 03-1336 EMR Network v. 
Federal Communications Commission and United States of America, the Court upheld the FCC's 
decision not to initiate an inquiry on the need to revise its regulations to address non-thermal effects 
of radiofrequency (RF) radiation from the facilities and products subject to FCC regulation as EMR 
Network had requested in its September 2001 Petition for Inquiry.  

At the request of the EMR Network, the EMR Policy Institute provided legal and research support for 
this appeal.  On January 13, 2005, a Petition for Rehearing en banc by the full panel of judges at the 
DC Circuit Court of Appeals was filed. Briefs, background documents and the DC Circuit decision are 
found at: http://www.emrpolicy.org/litigation/case_law/index.htm.  

The Toronto Medical Officer of Health for the Toronto Board of Health recommended to Health 
Canada that public exposure limits for RF/MW radiation be made 100 times stricter; however the 
recommendation was not allowed, since, as in the US, only the Canadian federal government can 
regulate RF/MW radiation exposure level. 

  

World Health Organization Efforts  



8

In 1996, the World Health Organization (WHO) established the International EMF Project to review 
the scientific literature and work towards resolution of health concerns over the use of RF/MW 
technology.  WHO maintains a Web site that provides addition information on this project and about 
RF/MW biological effects and research.  For further information go to http://www.who.int/peh-emf/en/.  

Conclusion  

For decades, the International Association of Fire Fighters has been directly involved in protecting 
and promoting the health and safety of our membership.  However, we simply don't know at this time 
what the possible health consequences of long-term exposure to low-intensity RF/MW radiation of the 
type used by the cell phone base stations and antennas will be.  No one knows--the data just aren't 
there.  The chairman of the International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection ICNIRP), 
one of the leading international organizations which formulated the current RF/MW radiation exposure 
guidelines, has stated that the guidelines include "no consideration regarding prudent avoidance" for 
health effects for which evidence is less than conclusive (49) 

Again, fire department facilities, where fire fighters and emergency response personnel live and work 
are not the proper place for a technology which could endanger their health and safety 

The only reasonable and responsible course is to conduct a study of the highest scientific merit and 
integrity on the RF/MW radiation health effects to our membership and, in the interim, oppose the use 
of fire stations as base stations for towers and/or antennas for the conduction of cell phone 
transmissions until it is proven that such sitings are not hazardous to the health of our members.  

Footnotes  

[back] 1. Revised and Amended IAFF Resolution No. 15; August 2004 

  

Study of Firefighters Exposed to Radio Frequency (R F) Radiation from Cell Towers/Masts  

WHEREAS, fire stations across the United States and Canada are being sought by wireless 
companies as base stations for the antennas and towers for the conduction of cell phone 
transmissions; and 

WHEREAS, many firefighters who are living with cell towers on or adjacent to their stations are 
paying a substantial price in terms of physical and mental health.  As first responders and protectors 
of the general public, it is crucial that firefighters are functioning at optimal cognitive and physical 
capacity at all times; and 

WHEREAS, the brain is the first organ to be affected by RF radiation and symptoms manifest in a 
multitude of neurological conditions including migraine headaches, extreme fatigue, disorientation, 
slowed reaction time, vertigo, vital memory loss and attention deficit amidst life threatening 
emergencies; and 

WHEREAS, most of the firefighters who are experiencing symptoms can attribute the onset to the first 
week(s) these towers/antennas were activated; and 
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WHEREAS, RF radiation is emitted by these cellular antennas and RF radiation can penetrate every 
living cell, including plants, animals and humans; and 

WHEREAS, both the U. S. and Canadian governments established regulatory limits for RF radiation 
based on thermal (heat) measurements with no regard for the adverse health effects from non-
thermal radiation which is proven to harm the human brain and immune system; and 

WHEREAS, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency stated in a July 16, 2002, letter, “Federal 
health and safety agencies have not yet developed policies concerning possible risk from long-term, 
non-thermal exposures. The FCC’s exposure guideline is considered protective of effects arising from 
a thermal mechanism (RF radiation from cell towers is non-thermal) but not from all possible 
mechanisms. Therefore, the generalization by many that the guidelines protecting human beings from 
harm by any or all mechanisms is not justified”; and 

WHEREAS, an Expert Panel Report requested by the Royal Society of Canada prepared for Health 
Canada (1999) stated that, “Exposure to RF fields at intensities far less than levels required to 
produce measurable heating can cause effects in cells and tissues.  These biological effects include 
alterations in the activity of the enzyme ornithine decarboxylase, in calcium regulation, and in the 
permeability of the blood-brain barrier. Some of these biological effects brought about by non-thermal 
exposure levels of RF could potentially be associated with adverse health effects”; and 

WHEREAS, based on concerns over growing scientific evidence of dangers from RF radiation, an 
international conference was convened in Salzburg, Austria, in the summer of 2000 where renowned 
scientists declared the upper-most RF radiation exposure limit from a tower-mast should be 1/10th of 
1 microwatt (Note that 1/10th of 1 microwatt is 10,000 times lower than the uppermost limit allowed by 
the U. S. or Canada.); and it should be noted this limit was set because of study results showing brain 
wave changes at 1/10th of 1 microwatt; and 

WHEREAS, in a recently cleared paper by Dr. Richard A. Albanese of the U. S. Air Force, a highly 
recognized physician in the area of the impact of radiation on the human body, Dr. Albanese states, “I 
would ask a good faith effort in achieving as low exposure rates as are possible within reasonable 
financial constraints. Also I would fund targeted studies using animal subjects and human groups 
living or working in high radiation settings or heavy cellular phone users, emphasizing disease 
causations. I urge acceptance of the ideal that there should be no unmonitored occupational or 
environmental exposures whose associated disease rates are unknown.” (The opinions expressed 
herein are those of Dr. Albanese, and do not reflect the policies of the United States Air Force.); and 

WHEREAS, recently a study, not affiliated with the wireless industry, was conducted of firefighters 
exposed to RF radiation from cell towers/antennas affixed to their stations.** The study revealed brain 
damage that can be differentiated from chemical causation (such as inhalation of toxic smoke) 
suggesting RF radiation as the cause of the brain damage found on SPECT scans; and 

WHEREAS, firefighters are the protectors of people and property and should be protected under the 
Precautionary Principle of Science and therefore, unless radiation is proven safe and harmless, 
cellular antennas should not be placed on or near fire stations; therefore be it  

RESOLVED, That the IAFF shall seek funding for an initial U. S. and Canadian study with the highest 
scientific merit and integrity, contrasting firefighters with residence in stations with towers to 
firefighters without similar exposure; and be it further 
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RESOLVED, That in accordance with the results of the study, the IAFF will establish protective policy 
measures with the health and safety of all firefighters as the paramount objective; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the IAFF oppose the use of fire stations as base stations for antennas and towers 
for the conduction of cell phone transmissions until such installations are proven not to be hazardous 
to the health of our members. 

**Note:  A pilot study was conducted in 2004 of six California fire fighters working and sleeping in 
stations with towers.  The study, conducted by Gunnar Heuser, M.D., PhD. of Agoura Hills, CA, 
focused on neurological symptoms of six fire fighters who had been working for up to five years in 
stations with cell towers. Those symptoms included slowed reaction time, lack of focus, lack of 
impulse control, severe headaches, anesthesia-like sleep, sleep deprivation, depression, and 
tremors.  Dr. Heuser used functional brain scans - SPECT scans - to assess any changes in the 
brains of the six fire fighters as compared to healthy brains of men of the same age.  Computerized 
psychological testing known as TOVA was used to study reaction time, impulse control, and attention 
span.  The SPECT scans revealed a pattern of abnormal change which was concentrated over a 
wider area than would normally be seen in brains of individuals exposed to toxic inhalation, as might 
be expected from fighting fires.  Dr. Heuser concluded the only plausible explanation at this time 
would be RF radiation exposure.  Additionally, the TOVA testing revealed among the six fire fighters 
delayed reaction time, lack of impulse control, and difficulty in maintaining mental focus. 

[back]  2. An international blue ribbon panel assembled by the National Institute of Environmental 
Health Sciences (NIEHS) designated power frequency electromagnetic fields (EMF) as "possible 
human carcinogens" on June 24, 1998. The panel's decision was based largely on the results of 
epidemiological studies of children exposed at home and workers exposed on the job. The evaluation 
of the EMF literature followed procedures developed by the International Agency for Research on 
Cancer (IARC), based in Lyon, France. The working group's report will be the basis for the NIEHS 
report to Congress on the EMF Research and Public Information Dissemination program (EMF 
RAPID). The National Radiological Protection Board (NRPB) of the United Kingdom noted that the 
views of its Advisory Group on Non-Ionizing Radiation are "consistent with those of the NIEHS expert 
panel."  

June 26, 1998 statement of the National Radiological Protection Board, sited in Microwave News, 
July/August 1998  

[back]   3. World Health Organization; International Agency for Research on Cancer; IARC Monographs on the Evaluation 
of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans; Volume 80 Non-Ionizing Radiation, Part 1: Static and Extremely Low-Frequency (ELF) 
Electric and Magnetic Fields; 2002; 429 pages; ISBN 92 832 1280 0;  See http://www-
cie.iarc.fr/htdocs/monographs/vol80/80.  This IARC Monograph provides the rationale for its designation of ELF/EMF as a 
possible human carcinogen.  It states that: 

A few studies on genetic effects have examined chromosomal aberrations and micronuclei in 
lymphocytes from workers exposed to ELF electric and magnetic fields. In these studies, confounding 
by genotoxic agents (tobacco, solvents) and comparability between the exposed and control groups 
are of concern. Thus, the studies reporting an increased frequency of chromosomal aberrations and 
micronuclei are difficult to interpret. 

Many studies have been conducted to investigate the effects of ELF magnetic fields on various 
genetic end-points. Although increased DNA strand breaks have been reported in brain cells of 
exposed rodents, the results are inconclusive; most of the studies show no effects in mammalian cells 
exposed to magnetic fields alone at levels below 50 µT. However, extremely strong ELF magnetic 
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fields have caused adverse genetic effects in some studies. In addition, several groups have reported 
that ELF magnetic fields enhance the effects of known DNA- and chromosome-damaging agents 
such as ionizing radiation.  

The few animal studies on cancer-related non-genetic effects are inconclusive. Results on the effects 
on in-vitro cell proliferation and malignant transformation are inconsistent, but some studies suggest 
that ELF magnetic fields affect cell proliferation and modify cellular responses to other factors such as 
melatonin. An increase in apoptosis following exposure of various cell lines to ELF electric and 
magnetic fields has been reported in several studies with different exposure conditions. Numerous 
studies have investigated effects of ELF magnetic fields on cellular end-points associated with signal 
transduction, but the results are not consistent. 

[back] 4. The International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) statement 
"Health Issues Related to the Use of Hand-Held Radiotelephones and Base Transmitters" of 1996 
reads:  

"Thermally mediated effects of RF fields have been studied in animals, including primates. These 
data suggest effects that will probably occur in humans subjected to whole body or localized heating 
sufficient to increase tissue temperatures by greater than 1C. They include the induction of opacities 
of the lens of the eye, possible effects on development and male fertility, various physiological and 
thermoregulatory responses to heat, and a decreased ability to perform mental tasks as body 
temperature increases. Similar effects have been reported in people subject to heat stress, for 
example while working in hot environments or by fever. The various effects are well established and 
form the biological basis for restricting occupational and public exposure to radiofrequency fields. In 
contrast, non-thermal effects are not well established and currently do not form a scientifically 
acceptable basis for restricting human exposure for frequencies used by hand-held radiotelephones 
and base stations."  

International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection, "Health Issues Related to the Use of 
Hand-Held Radiotelephones and Base Transmitters," Health Physics 70:587-593, 1996  

The ANSI/IEEE Standard for Safety Levels of 1992 similarly states:  

"An extensive review of the literature revealed once again that the most sensitive measurements of 
potentially harmful biological effects were based on the disruption of ongoing behavior associated 
with an increase of body temperature in the presence of electromagnetic fields. Because of the 
paucity of reliable data on chronic exposures, IEEE Subcommittee IV focused on evidence of 
behavioral disruption under acute exposures, even disruption of a transient and fully reversible 
nature."  

IEEE Standards Coordinating committee 28 on Non-Ionizing Radiation Hazards: Standard for Safe 
Levels With Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 KHz to 300 
GHz (ANSI/IEEE C95.1-1991), The Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, New York, 1992. 

[back] 5. Drs. Czerska, Casamento, Ning, and Davis (working for the Food and Drug Administration in 
1997) using "a waveform identical to that used in digital cellular phones" at a power level within our 
current standards (SAR of 1.6 W/Kg, the maximum spatial peak exposure level recommended for the 
general population in the ANSI C95.1-1991 standard) found increases in cellular proliferation in 
human glioblastoma cells. This shows that "acceptable" levels of radiation can cause human cancer 
cells to multiply faster. The authors note that "because of reported associations between cellular 
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phone exposure and the occurrence of a brain tumor, glioblastoma, a human glioblastoma cell line 
was used" in their research.  

E.M. Czerska, J. Casamento, J. T. Ning, and C. Davis, "Effects of Radiofrequency Electromagnetic 
Radiation on Cell Proliferation," [Abstract presented on February 7, 1997 at the workshop 'Physical 
Characteristics and Possible Biological Effects of Microwaves Applied in Wireless Communication, 
Rockville, MD] E. M. Czerska, J. Casamento Centers for Devices and Radiological Health, Food and 
Drug Administration, Rockville, Maryland 20857, USA; H. T. Ning, Indian Health Service, Rockville, 
Maryland 20857, USA; C. Davis, Electrical Engineering Dept., Univ. of Maryland, College Park, 
Maryland 20742, USA  

[back] 6. Dr. Michael Repacholi (in 1997, currently the director of the International Electromagnetic 
Fields Project at the World Health Organization) took one hundred transgenic mice and exposed 
some to radiation for two 30 minute periods a day for up to 18 months. He found that the exposed 
mice developed lymphomas (a type of cancer) at twice the rate of the unexposed mice. While 
telecommunications industry spokespersons criticized the experiment for using mice with a mutation 
which predisposed them to cancer (transgenic) the researchers pointed out that "some individuals 
inherit mutations in other genes...that predispose them to develop cancer, and these individuals may 
comprise a subpopulation at special risk from agents that would pose an otherwise insignificant risk of 
cancer."  

Dr. Repacholi stated "I believe this is the first animal study showing a true non-thermal effect." He 
repeated the experiment in 1998 using 50 Hz fields instead of the 900 MHz pulsed radiation (the type 
used by cellular phones) used in the original experiment and found no cancer risk. He stated that this 
new data had implications for his original cellular phone study: "the control groups for both our RF 
and 50 Hz field studies showed no statistical differences, which lessens the possibility that the 
RF/MW radiation study result was a chance event or due to errors in methodology."  

It is extremely important to note that Dr. Michael Repacholi was Chairman of the ICNIRP at the time 
its Statement on Health Issues Related to the Use of Hand-Held Radiotelephones and Base 
Transmitters was developed in 1996.  

M. Repacholi et al., "Lymphomas in Eµ-Pim1 Transgenic Mice Exposed to Pulsed 900 MHz 
Electromagnetic Fields," Radiation Research, 147, pp.631-640, May 1997  

[back] 7. Dr. Ross Adey (Veterans Administration Hospital at Loma Linda University in 1996) found 
what appeared to be a protective effect in rats exposed to the type of radiation used in digital cellular 
phones. The rats were exposed to an SAR of 0.58-0.75 W/Kg 836 MHz pulsed radiation of the TDMA 
type two hours a day, four days a week for 23 months, with the signals turned on and off every 7.5 
minutes, so total exposure was 4 hours a week. Interestingly this effect was not present when a non-
digital, analog signal was used. Rats exposed developed cancer less often. This study shows that low 
power fields of the digital cellular frequency can influence cancer development.  Whether they would 
protect or promote in our children is a question for further study. 

Ross Adey of the Veterans Administration Hospital at Loma Linda University, CA presented the 
results of pulsed (digital cellular) radiation on June 13, 1996 at the 18th Annual Meeting of the 
Bioelectromagnetics Society in Victoria, Canada.  He presented the findings of the analog cellular 
phone radiation effect at the June 1997 2nd World Congress for Electricity and Magnetism in Biology 
and Medicine in Bologna, Italy.  Reviews can be found in Microwave News issues July/August, 1996 
and March/April 1997.  
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In recognition of his more than three decades of "fundamental contributions to the emerging science 
of the biological effects of electromagnetic fields," the authors of the November 2004 Report of the 
European Union's REFLEX Project (Risk Evaluation of Potential Environmental Hazards From Low 
Frequency Electromagnetic Field Exposure Using Sensitive in vitro Methods) chose to include Dr. 
Adey's personal views on Electromagnetic Field Exposure research as the Foreword to that 
report.  To view the entire report, 
see:  http://www.itis.ethz.ch/downloads/REFLEX_Final%20Report_171104.pdf 

The following is taken from Dr. Adey's Foreword found on pages 1-3 of the REFLEX Report: 

The Future of Fundamental Research in a Society Seeking Categoric Answers to Health Risks of 
New Technologies 

In summary, we have become superstitious users of an ever-growing range of technologies, but we 
are now unable to escape the web that they have woven around us. 

Media reporters in general are no better informed.  Lacking either responsibility or accountability, they 
have created feeding frenzies from the tiniest snippets of information gleaned from scientific meetings 
or from their own inaccurate interpretation of published research.  In consequence, the public has 
turned with pleading voices to government legislatures and bureaucracies for guidance . . . 

We face the problem brought on by the blind leading the blind.  Because of public pressure for rapid 
answers to very complex biological and physical issues, short-term research programs have been 
funded to answer specific questions about certain health risks. 

In many countries, and particularly in the USA, the effects of such harassing and troublesome tactics 
on independent, careful fundamental research have been near tragic.  Beguiled by health hazard 
research as the only source of funding, accomplished basic scientists have diverted from a 
completely new frontier in physical regulation of biological mechanisms at the atomic level.  Not only 
have governments permitted corporate interests in the communications industry to fund this research, 
they have even permitted them to determine the research questions to be addressed and to select 
the institutions performing the research. 

[back] 8. Dr. A. W. Guy reported an extensive investigation on rats chronically exposed from 2 up to 
27 months of age to low-level pulsed microwaves at SARs up to 0.4 W/Kg. The exposed group was 
found to have a significantly higher incidence of primary cancers.  

A. W. Guy, C. K. Chou, L. Kunz, L, Crowley, and J. Krupp, "Effects of Long-Term Low-Level 
Radiofrequency Radiation Exposure on Rats." Volume 9. Summary. Brooks Air Force Base, Texas, 
USAF School of Aerospace Medicine, USF-SAM-TR-85-11; 1985  

[back] 9. Drs. Henry Lai and N. P. Singh of the University of Washington in Seattle have reported both 
single- and double-strand DNA breaks in the brains of rats exposed to radiofrequency 
electromagnetic radiation at an SAR of 1.2 W/Kg. DNA is the carrier of the genetic information in all 
living cells. Cumulated DNA strand breaks in brain cells can lead to cancer or neurodegenerative 
diseases.  

H. Lai and N. P. Singh, "Single- and Double-Strand DNA Breaks in Rat Brain Cells After Acute 
Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Radiation," International Journal of Radiation Biology, 
Vol 69, No. 4, 513-521, 1996  
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[back] 10. Dr. Stanislaw Szmigielski has studied many thousands of Polish soldiers.  He has found 
that those exposed to radiofrequency and microwave radiation in the workplace had more than 
double the cancer rate of the unexposed servicemen analyzing data from 1971-1985.  He has 
presented further data suggesting a dose-response relationship with soldiers exposed to 100-200 
W/cm2 suffering 1.69 times as many cancers as the unexposed, and those exposed to 600-1000 
W/cm2 suffering 4.63 times as many cancers.  The level considered safe for the public according to 
FCC regulations is 1000 W/cm2.  Occupational exposure up to 5000 W/cm2 is allowed.  

S. Szmigielski, "Cancer Morbidity in Subjects Occupationally Exposed to High Frequency 
(Radiofrequency and Microwave) Electromagnetic Radiation," The Science of the Total Environment 
180:9-17, 1996  

[back] 11. Dr. Bruce Hocking found an association between increased childhood leukemia incidence 
and mortality in the proximity of television towers. The power density ranged from 0.2-8.0 W/cm2 
nearer and 0.02 W/cm2 farther from the towers.  

B. Hocking, I. R. Gordon, H. L. Grain, and G. E. Hatfield, "Cancer Incidence and Mortality and 
Proximity to TV Towers," Medical Journal of Australia 165: 601-605; 1996  

[back] 12. Drs. Mann and Röschke investigated the influence of pulsed high-frequency RF/MW 
radiation of digital mobile radio telephones on sleep in healthy humans. They found a hypnotic effect 
with shortening of sleep onset latency and a REM (Rapid Eye Movement) suppressive effect with 
reduction of duration and percentage of REM sleep. "REM sleep plays a special physiological role for 
information processing in the brain, especially concerning consolidation of new experiences. Thus the 
effects observed possibly could be associated with alterations of memory and learning functions."  

K. Mann and J. Röschke, "Effects of Pulsed High-Frequency Electromagnetic Fields on Human 
Sleep," Neuropsychobiology 33:41-47, 1996  

[back] 13. Dr. Allen Frey has been researching RF/MW radiation for over 3 decades. Here is the 
abstract on a paper concerning headaches and cellular phone radiation. "There have been numerous 
recent reports of headaches occurring in association with the use of hand-held cellular telephones. 
Are these reported headaches real? Are they due to emissions from telephones? There is reason to 
believe that the answer is "yes" to both questions. There are several lines of evidence to support this 
conclusion. First, headaches as a consequence of exposure to low intensity microwaves were 
reported in the literature 30 years ago. These were observed during the course of microwave hearing 
research before there were cellular telephones. Second, the blood-brain barrier appears to be 
involved in headaches, and low intensity microwave energy exposure affects the barrier. Third, the 
dopamine-opiate systems of the brain appear to be involved in headaches, and low intensity 
electromagnetic energy exposure affects those systems. In all three lines of research, the microwave 
energy used was approximately the same--in frequencies, modulations, and incident energies--as 
those emitted by present day cellular telephones, Could the current reports of headaches be the 
canary in the coal mine, warning of biologically significant effects?"  

A. H. Frey, "Headaches from Cellular Telephones: Are they Real and What Are the Implications?" 
Environmental Health Perspectives Volume 106, Number 3, pp.101-103, March 1998  

[back] 14. Henry Lai's review of the literature concerning neurological effects of RF/MW radiation: 
Existing data indicate that RF/MW radiation of relatively low intensity can affect the nervous system. 
Changes in blood-brain barrier, morphology, electrophysiology, neurotransmitter functions, cellular 
metabolism, and calcium efflux, and genetic effects have been reported in the brain of animals after 
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exposure to RF. These changes can lead to functional changes in the nervous system. Behavioral 
changes in animals after exposure to RR have been reported.  

Even a temporary change in neural functions after RF/MW radiation exposure could lead to adverse 
consequences. For example, a transient loss of memory function or concentration could result in an 
accident when a person is driving. Loss of short term working memory has indeed been observed in 
rats after acute exposure to RF/MW radiation.  

Research has also shown that the effects of RF/MW radiation on the nervous system can cumulate 
with repeated exposure. The important question is, after repeated exposure, will the nervous system 
adapt to the perturbation and when will homeostasis break down? Related to this is that various lines 
of evidence suggest that responses of the central nervous system to RF/MW radiation could be a 
stress response. Stress effects are well known to cumulate over time and involve first adaptation and 
then an eventual break down of homeostatic processes.  

H. Lai, "Neurological Effects of Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Radiation Relating to Wireless 
Communication Technology," Paper presentation at the IBC-UK Conference: "Mobile Phones-Is 
There a Health Risk?" September 16-17, 1997, Brussels, Belgium  

[back] 15. Blood-Brain-Barrier: The blood-brain-barrier (BBB) is primarily a continuous layer of cells 
lining the blood vessels of the brain. It is critical for regulation of the brain's activity.  Lai notes that 
"Even though most studies indicate that changes in the BBB occurs only after exposure to RF/MW 
radiation of high intensities with significant increase in tissue temperature, several studies have 
reported increases in permeability after exposure to RF/MW radiation of relatively low 
intensities...Pulsed RF seems to be more potent than continuous wave RF."  Pulsed RF/MW is the 
type used in digital cellular systems.  Effects on the BBB were noted at the 0.2 W/cm2 level, and even 
at SAR of 0.016-5 W/kg. These effects could lead to local changes in brain function.  

H. Lai, Ibid  

[back] 16. Cellular Morphology: RF/MW radiation induced morphological changes of the central 
nervous system cells and tissues have been shown to occur under relatively high intensity or 
prolonged exposure to the RF/MW radiation. However, there are several studies which show that 
repeated exposure at relatively low power intensities caused morphological changes in the central 
nervous system. Again here pulsed (as in digital phone use) RF/MW radiation produced more 
pronounced effects. Certain drugs given to nonhuman primates sensitized them, for instance allowing 
eye damage to occur at very low power intensities. Dr Lai notes "Changes in morphology, especially 
cell death, could have an important implication on health. Injury-induced cell proliferation has been 
hypothesized as a cause of cancer." Some of these experiments were in the range of SAR 0.53 W/kg 
or even 0.26 W/kg.  

H. Lai, Ibid  

[back] 17. Neural Electrophysiology: Changes in neuronal electrophysiology, evoked potentials, and 
EEG have been reported. Some effects were observed at low intensities and after repeated 
exposure, suggesting cumulative effect. Energy density levels were as low as 50 W/cm2.  

H. Lai, Ibid  
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[back] 18. Neurotransmitters: Neurotransmitters are molecules which transmit information from one 
nerve cell to another. Early studies have reported changes in various neurotransmitters 
(catecholamines, serotonin, and acetylcholine) in the brain of animals only after exposure to high 
intensities of RF/MW radiation. However, there are more recent studies that show changes in 
neurotransmitter functions after exposure to low intensities of RF radiation. For example, effects were 
seen at 50 µW/cm2 in one experiment.  U.S. and Canadian RF/MW radiation safety policies allow 
exposures of 1000 µW/cm2 at that frequency. 

RF/MW radiation  activates endogenous opioids in the brain. Endogenous opioids are 
neurotransmitters with morphine-like properties and are involved in many important physiological and 
behavioral functions, such as pain perception and motivation.  

The response to RF/MW radiation  depends on the area of the brain studied and on the duration of 
exposure. Exposure to RF/MW radiation  has been shown to affect the behavioral actions of 
benzodiazepines (these are drugs such as Valium).  

H. Lai, Ibid  

[back] 19. Metabolic Changes in Neural Tissue: Several studies investigated the effects of RF/MW 
radiation exposure on energy metabolism in the rat brain. Surprisingly, changes were reported after 
exposure to relatively low intensity RF/MW radiation for a short duration of time (minutes). The effects 
depended on the frequency and modulation characteristics of the RF/MW radiation and did not seem 
to be related to temperature changes in the tissue.  

Calcium ions play important roles in the functions of the nervous system, such as the release of 
neurotransmitters and the actions of some neurotransmitter receptors. Thus changes in calcium ion 
concentration could lead to alterations in neural functions. This is an area of considerable controversy 
because some researchers have also reported no significant effects of RF/MW radiation  exposure on 
calcium efflux. However, when positive effects were observed, they occurred after exposure to 
RF/MW radiation of relatively low intensities and were dependent on the modulation and intensity of 
the RF/MW radiation  studied (window effects). Some studies had SARs as low as 0.05-0.005 W/Kg.  

H. Lai, Ibid  

[back] 20.  Cytogenetic effects have been reported in various types of cells after exposure to RF/MW 
radiation.  Recently, several studies have reported cytogenetic changes in brain cells by RF/MW 
radiation , and these results could have important implication for the health effects of RF/MW 
radiation . Genetic damage to glial cells can result in carcinogenesis. However, since neurons do not 
undergo mitosis, a more likely consequence of neuronal genetic damage is changes in functions and 
cell death, which could either lead to or accelerate the development of neurodegenerative diseases. 
Power densities of 1 mW/cm2 were employed, a level considered safe for the public by the FCC.  

RF/MW radiation -induced increases in single and double strand DNA breaks in rats can be blocked 
by treating the rats with melatonin or the spin-trap compound N-t-butyl--phenylnitrone. Since both 
compounds are potent free radical scavengers, these data suggest that free radicals may play a role 
in the genetic effect of RF. If free radicals are involved in the RF-induced DNA strand breaks in brain 
cells, results from this study could have an important implication on the health effects of RF exposure. 
Involvement of free radicals in human diseases, such as cancer and atherosclerosis, has been 
suggested. Free radicals also play an important role in the aging process, which has been ascribed to 
be a consequence of accumulated oxidative damage to body tissues, and involvement of free radicals 
in neurodegenerative diseases, such as Alzheimer's, Huntington, and Parkinson, has also been 
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suggested. One can also speculate that some individuals may be more susceptible to the effects of 
RF/MW radiation exposure.  

H. Lai, Ibid  

[back] 21. Dr. A. A. Kolodynski and V. V. Kolodynska of the Institute of Biology, Latvian Academy of 
Sciences, presented the results of experiments on school children living in the area of the Skrunda 
Radio Location Station in Latvia. Motor function, memory, and attention significantly differed between 
the exposed and control groups. The children living in front of the station had less developed memory 
and attention and their reaction time was slower.  

A. A. Kolodynski, V. V. Kolodynska, "Motor and Psychological Functions of School Children Living in 
the Area of the Skrunda Radio Location Station in Latvia," The Science of the Total Environment 
180:87-93, 1996  

[back] 22. Dr. H. Lai and colleagues in 1993 exposed rats to 45 minutes of pulsed high frequency 
RF/MW radiation at low intensity and found that the rats showed retarded learning, indicating a deficit 
in spatial "working memory" function.  

H Lai, A. Horita, and A. W. Guy, "Microwave Irradiation Affects Radial-Arm Maze Performance in the 
Rat," Bioelectromagnetics 15:95-104, 1994  

NOTE:  Dr. Lai's January 2005 compilation of published RF/MW radiation studies demonstrating 
biological effects of exposure to low-intensity RF/MW radiation is included as a Reference section at 
the end of this report. 

[back] 23. Dr. Stefan Braune reported a 5-10 mm Hg resting blood pressure rise during exposure to 
RF/MW radiation of the sort used by cellular phones in Europe. The Lancet, the British medical 
journal where the report appeared, stated that "Such an increase could have adverse effects on 
people with high blood pressure."  

S. Braune, "Resting Blood Pressure Increase During Exposure to a Radio-Frequency 
Electromagnetic Field," The Lancet 351, pp. 1,857-1,858, 1998  

[back] 24. Dr. Kues and colleagues (of Johns Hopkins University and the Food and Drug 
Administration) found that placing timolol and pilocarpine into the eyes of monkeys and then exposing 
them to low power density pulsed RF/MW radiation caused a significant reduction in the power-
density threshold for causing damage to the cells covering the eye and the iris. In fact the power was 
reduced by a factor of 10, so that it entered the "acceptable, safe" level of the FCC, 1 mW/cm2! 
Timolol and pilocarpine are commonly used by people suffering from glaucoma. This is a very 
important study, as it points to the fact that laboratory experiments under "ideal" conditions are rarely 
what one finds in real life. The "safe" level of RF/MW radiation exposure for healthy people is likely to 
be very different than for those of us who suffer from illness, take medications, or are perhaps simply 
younger or older than those in the experiments.  

H. A. Kues, J. C. Monahan, S. A. D'Anna, D. S. McLeod, G. A. Lutty, and S. Koslov, "Increased 
Sensitivity of the Non-Human Primate Eye to Microwave Radiation Following Ophthalmic Drug 
Pretreatment," Bioelectromagnetics 13:379-393, 1992  
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[back] 25. The World Health Organization states that "concerns have been raised about the safety of 
cellular mobile telephones, electric power lines and police speed-control 'radar guns.' Scientific 
reports have suggested that exposure to electromagnetic fields emitted from these devices could 
have adverse health effects, such as cancer, reduced fertility, memory loss, and adverse changes in 
the behaviour and development of children." Therefore, "In May 1996, in response to growing public 
health concerns in many Member States over possible health effects from exposure to an ever-
increasing number and diversity of EMF sources, the World Health Organization launched an 
international project to assess health and environmental effects of exposure to electric and magnetic 
fields, which became known as the International EMF Project. The International EMF Project will last 
for five years." "A number of studies at [frequencies above about 1 MHz] suggest that exposure to RF 
fields too weak to cause heating may have adverse health consequences, including cancer and 
memory loss. Identifying and encouraging coordinated research into these open questions is one of 
the major objectives of the International EMF Project."  

World Health Organization Fact Sheet N181, "Electromagnetic Fields and Public Health, The 
International EMF Project," reviewed May 1998 and World Health Organization Fact Sheet N182, 
"Electromagnetic Fields and Public Health, Physical Properties and Effects on Biological Systems," 
reviewed May 1998,   

[back] 26. The U. S. Food and Drug Administration in a January 14, 1998 letter to the House 
Telecommunications Subcommittee stated it "believes additional research in the area of RF is 
needed." In 1997 the FDA established the following priorities:  

• Chronic (lifetime) animal exposures should be given the highest priority.  
• Chronic animal exposures should be performed both with and without the application of chemical initiating agents 

to investigate tumor promotion in addition to tumorigenesis.  
• Identification of potential risks should include end points other than brain cancer (e.g. ocular effects of RF 

radiation exposure).  
• Replication of prior studies demonstrating positive biological effects work is needed.  A careful replication of the 

Chou and Guy study (Bioelectromagnetics, 13, pp.469-496, 1992) which suggests that chronic exposure of rats to 
microwaves is associated with an increase in tumors, would contribute a great deal to the risk identification 
process for wireless communication products.  

• Genetic toxicology studies should focus on single cell gel studies of DNA strand breakage and on induction of 
micronuclei.  

• Epidemiology studies focused on approaches optimized for hazard identification are warranted. 

Food and Drug Administration Recommendations quoted in Microwave News, March/April, 1997  

[back] 27. The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) is planning a multi-country, multi-
million dollar study of cancer among users of wireless phones, beginning 1998.  Microwave News, 
January/February, 1998  

[back] 28. The Swedish Work Environmental Fund initiated a new epidemiological study on cellular 
phone radiation and brain tumors in 1997. Microwave News, November/December, 1997  

[back] 29. The National Cancer Institute announced plans for a 5 year study of brain tumors and 
RF/MW radiation in 1993. Microwave News, January/February, 1993  

[back] 30. The European Commission (EC) Expert Group on health effects of wireless phones called 
for a 5 year research program with a $20 million budget, reported 1997.  Microwave News , 
January/February, 1997  
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[back] 31. A report commissioned by New Zealand's Ministry of Health stated that "It is imperative 
that the scientific issues be clarified as soon as possible, as there is much at stake." It called for more 
research to examine the potential health effects of RF radiation.  Microwave News, 
November/December, 1996  

[back] 32. The National Health and Medical Research Council of Australia announced its sponsorship 
of a 5 year, $3.5 million project on potential health effects of mobile phone technology in 1996. 
Microwave News, November/December, 1996  

[back] 33. The Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization (CSIRO) of Australia 
concluded in 1995 that the safety of cellular telephones cannot be resolved "in the near future." Dr. 
Stan Barnett, a principal researcher of CSIRO, states that "My goal is to establish a national 
committee to approach this problem by coordinating relevant and focused research." He estimated a 
budget of $3 million over a 3 year period would be necessary. 

Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization, "Status of Research on Biological Effects 
and Safety of Electromagnetic Radiation: Telecommunications Frequencies," a report prepared by Dr. 
Stan Barnett, as sited in Microwave News, September/October, 1995  

[back] 34. In Canada, Expert Panels are formed in response to requests from governments and other 
organizations for guidance on public policy issues where specialized knowledge is required.  The 
Royal Society of Canada (RSC) is the only national academic organization, encompassing all fields of 
study in the sciences, arts and humanities that provides, through its Committee on Expert Panels, a 
service to Canadians by convening Expert Panels that produce publicly disseminated, arms-length, 
third party reviews.  The most recent Expert Panel report addressing RF/MW radiation examines new 
data on dosimetry and exposure assessment, thermoregulation, biological effects such as enzyme 
induction, and toxicological effects, including genotoxicity, carcinogenicity, and testicular and 
reproductive outcomes.  Epidemiological studies of mobile phone users and occupationally exposed 
populations are examined, along with human and animal studies of neurological and behavioural 
effects.  All of the authoritative reviews completed within the last two years have supported the need 
for further research to clarify the possible associations between RF fields and adverse health 
outcomes that have appeared in some reports. 
See:  http://www.rsc.ca//index.php?lang_id=1&page_id=120. 

Recent Advances in Research on Radiofrequency Fields and Health: 2001-2003; A Follow-up to The 
Royal Society of Canada, Report on the Potential Health Risks of Radiofrequency Fields from 
Wireless Telecommunication Devices, 1999 

[back] 35. The European Union effort to address this issue is in the study Risk Evaluation of Potential 
Environmental Hazards from Low Energy Electromagnetic Field Exposure Using Sensitive in vitro 
Methods (REFLEX).  Exposure to electromagnetic fields (EMF) in relation to health is a controversial 
topic throughout the industrial world.  So far epidemiological and animal studies have generated 
conflicting data and thus uncertainty regarding possible adverse health effects. This situation has 
triggered controversies in communities especially in Europe with its high density of population and 
industry and the omnipresence of EMF in infrastructures and consumer products.  These 
controversies are affecting the siting of facilities, leading people to relocate, schools to close or power 
lines to be re-sited, all at great expense.  The European Union believes that causality between EMF 
exposure and disease can never be regarded as proven without knowledge and understanding of the 
basic mechanisms possibly triggered by EMF.  To search for those basic mechanisms powerful 
technologies developed in toxicology and molecular biology were to be employed in the REFLEX 
project to investigate cellular and sub-cellular responses of living cells exposed to EMF in vitro. 
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The REFLEX data have made a substantial addition to the data base relating to genotoxic and 
phenotypic effects of both ELF-EMF and RF-EMF on in vitro cellular systems.  While the data neither 
precludes nor confirms a health risk due to EMF exposure nor was the project designed for this 
purpose, the value lies in providing new data that will enable mechanisms of EMF effects to be 
studied more effectively than in the past.  Furthermore, the REFLEX data provide new information 
that will be used for risk evaluation by WHO, IARC and ICNIRP.  For further information on REFLEX 
see: http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/quality-of-life/ka4/ka4_electromagnetic_en.html  

[back] 36.  The Swedish Radiation Protections Institute (SSI) endeavors to ensure that human beings 
and the environment are protected from the harmful effects of radiation, both in the present and in the 
future.  SSI has focused on epidemiological research on cancer and exposure from mobile phones 
and transmitters as well as experimental cancer research.  In addition three selected topics were also 
discussed, namely blood-brain barrier, heat shock proteins, and precautionary framework.  For further 
information on SSI see:  http://www.ssi.se/forfattning/eng_forfattlista.html  

[back] 37.  In the United Kingdom, the National Radiological Protection Board (NRPB) was created by 
the Radiological Protection Act 1970.  The statutory functions of NRPB are to advance the acquisition 
of knowledge about the protection of mankind from radiation hazards through research and to provide 
information and advice to persons (including Government Departments) with responsibilities in the 
United Kingdom in relation to the protection from radiation hazards either of the community as a 
whole or of particular sections of the community.  The NFPB believes that there is a need for better 
occupational studies rather than simply for more. In particular, the studies need to be of occupational 
groups for whom measurements show that there is genuinely a substantially raised exposure to RF 
fields. If the studies are to be more informative than those so far, a key requirement will be for 
improved exposure measurement (or improved estimation of exposure) for individuals, or at least for 
occupational groups. It would be desirable, as far as practical, that the studies should measure the 
intensity and timing of RF field exposures, and also that they should include some assessment of 
major RF field exposures from sources other than the current occupation.  Ideally, exposure 
assessment needs to be anatomical site (organ)-specific, because some sources result in greatly 
differing doses to different parts of the body. It is a difficulty in these prescriptions, of course, that the 
appropriate exposure metric is unknown.  For further information on NRPB 
see:  http://www.nrpb.org/index.htm  

[back] 38. On January 5, 2005, the EMF-Team Finland issued the Helsinki Appeal 2005 to members 
of the European Parliament.  In it physicians and researchers call on the European Parliament to 
apply the Precautionary Principle to electromagnetic fields, especially in the radio- and microwave- 
frequency bands. They criticize the present RF/MW radiation safety standards that do not recognize 
the biological effects caused by non-thermal exposures to non-ionizing radiation [i.e., 
RF/MW  radiation.]  They also call for continued refunding of the REFLEX  EMF research 
program.  The text of the Helsinke Appeal 2005 is found 
at:  http://www.emrpolicy.org/news/headlines/index.htm  

[back] 39. On July 19, 1993 Dr. Elizabeth Jacobson, Deputy Director for Science, Center for Devices 
and Radiological Health, Food and Drug Administration criticized Thomas Wheeler, President of the 
Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association:  

"I am writing to let you know that we were concerned about two important aspects of your press 
conference of July 16 concerning the safety of cellular phones, and to ask that you carefully consider 
the following comments when you make future statements to the press. First, both the written press 
statements and your verbal comments during the conference seemed to display an unwarranted 
confidence that these products will be found absolutely safe. In fact, the unremittingly upbeat tone of 
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the press packet strongly implies that there can be no hazard, leading the reader to wonder why any 
further research would be needed at all.....More specifically, your press packet selectively quotes 
from our Talk Paper of February 4 in order to imply that FDA believes that cellular phones are "safe." 
("There is no proof at this point that cellular phones are harmful.") In fact, the same Talk Paper also 
states, "There is not enough evidence to know for sure, either way." Our position, as we have stated it 
before, is this: Although there is no direct evidence linking cellular phones with harmful effects in 
humans, a few animal studies suggest that such effects could exist. It is simply too soon to assume 
that cellular phones are perfectly safe, or that they are hazardous--either assumption would be 
premature. This is precisely why more research is needed."  

Full text of letter can be found in Microwave News, July/August, 1993  

[back] 40. In 1993 the Director of the Office of Radiation and Indoor Air of the Environmental 
Protection Agency suggested that the FCC not adopt the 1992 ANSI/IEEE standard "due to serious 
flaws," among them (1) "the ANSI/IEEE conclusion that there is no scientific data indicating that 
certain subgroups of the population are more at risk than others is not supported by NCRP and EPA 
reports" and (2) "the thesis that ANSI/IEEE recommendations are protective of all mechanisms of 
interaction is unwarranted because the adverse effects level in the 1992 ANSI/IEEE standard are 
based on a thermal effect."  

Letter from Margo T. Oge, Director, Office of Radiation and Indoor Air to Thomas Stanley, Chief 
Engineer, Office of engineering and Technology, FCC, dated Nov 9, 1993  

[back] 41. A brief sampling of the CSIRO report:  

Problems in studies of human populations published to date include imprecise estimates of exposure. 
As a result, such epidemiological studies may underestimate any real risk. The likelihood of 
epidemiological studies providing useful information is questionable, particularly if the biological end 
point cannot be predicted. Its value in the short term (less than 10 years) must be negligible unless 
there was an enormous increase in the rate of cancer growth. Interestingly, the incidence of brain 
tumors in the EC countries has increased substantially in recent years.  

RF safety cannot be assessed in the absence of reported serious effects when so little research has 
been aimed at the problem. It is somewhat surprising, and rather disappointing, to find that although 
the literature contains many hundreds of publications, there are very few areas of consensus....At low 
levels the absence of clear thresholds and [the] presence of intensity and frequency windows have 
created questions rather than provided answers.  

There is no doubt that the interpretation of bioeffects data has been clouded by a preoccupation with 
thermally mediated processes. In fact, development of the ANSI/IEEE standard is based only on well-
established thermal effects, and ignores the more subtle non-thermal processes that are more difficult 
to interpret and apply to human health.  

Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization, "Status of Research on Biological Effects 
and Safety of Electromagnetic Radiation: Telecommunications Frequencies," a report prepared by Dr. 
Stan Barnett, as sited in Microwave News, September/October, 1995 

[back] 42. Statement from the October 25-28, 1998 "Symposium of Mobile Phones and Health - 
Workshop on Possible Biological and Health Effects of RF Electromagnetic Fields" held at the 
University of Vienna, Austria. 
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The preferred terminology to be used in public communication:  Instead of using the terms "athermal", 
"non-thermal" or "microthermal" effects, the term "low intensity biological effects" is more appropriate. 

Preamble: The participants agreed that biological effects from low-intensity exposures are 
scientifically established. However, the current state of scientific consensus is inadequate to derive 
reliable exposure standards. The existing evidence demands an increase in the research efforts on 
the possible health impact and on an adequate exposure and dose assessment. 

Base stations: How could satisfactory Public Participation be ensured:  The public should be given 
timely participation in the process. This should include information on technical and exposure data as 
well as information on the status of the health debate. Public participation in the decision (limits, 
siting, etc.) should be enabled. 

Cellular phones: How could the situation of the users be improved:  Technical data should be made 
available to the users to allow comparison with respect to EMF-exposure. In order to promote prudent 
usage, sufficient information on the health debate should be provided. This procedure should offer 
opportunities for the users to manage reduction in EMF-exposure. In addition, this process could 
stimulate further developments of low-intensity emission devices. 

[back] 43. Statement from the June 7-8, 2000 International Conference on Cell Tower Siting Linking 
Science and Public Health, Salzburg, Austria.  The full report can be found at: www.land-
sbg.gv.at/celltower  

•         It is recommended that development rights for the erection and for operation of a base 
station should be subject to a permission procedure. The protocol should include the following 
aspects: 

o       Information ahead and active involvement of the local public 

o        Inspection of alternative locations for the siting 

o       Protection of health and wellbeing 

o       Considerations on conservation of land- and townscape 

o       Computation and measurement of exposure 

o       Considerations on existing sources of HF-EMF exposure 

o       Inspection and monitoring after installation 

  

•         It is recommended that a national database be set up on a governmental level giving details 
of all base stations and their emissions. 

•         It is recommended for existing and new base stations to exploit all technical possibilities to 
ensure exposure is as low as achievable (ALATA-principle) and that new base stations are 
planned to guarantee that the exposure at places where people spend longer periods of time is 
as low as possible, but within the strict public health guidelines. 
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•         Presently the assessment of biological effects of exposures from base stations in the low-
dose range is difficult but indispensable for protection of public health.  There is at present 
evidence of no threshold for adverse health effects. 

o       Recommendations of specific exposure limits are prone to considerable 
uncertainties and should be considered preliminary. For the total of all high frequency 
irradiation a limit value of 100 mW/m² (10 µW/cm²) is recommended. 

o       For preventive public health protection a preliminary guideline level for the sum total 
of exposures from all ELF pulse modulated high-frequency facilities such as GSM base 
stations of 1 mW/m² (0.1 µW/cm²) is recommended. 

[back] 44. Scientists attending the September 13-14, 2002 International Conference “State of the 
Research on Electromagnetic Fields – Scientific and Legal Issues,” organized by ISPESL (National 
Institute for Prevention and Work Safety, Italy), the University of Vienna, and the City of Catania, held 
in Catania, Italy, agreed to the following: 

•        Epidemiological and in vivo and in vitro experimental evidence demonstrates the existence 
for electromagnetic field (EMF) induced effects, some of which can be adverse to health.  

•         We take exception to arguments suggesting that weak (low intensity) EMF cannot interact 
with tissue.  

•         There are plausible mechanistic explanations for EMF-induced effects which occur below 
present ICNIRP and IEEE guidelines and exposure recommendations by the EU. 

•        The weight of evidence calls for preventive strategies based on the precautionary principle. 
At times the precautionary principle may involve prudent avoidance and prudent use. 

•        We are aware that there are gaps in knowledge on biological and physical effects, and 
health risks related to EMF, which require additional independent research. 

  

[back] 45. The Freiburger Appeal is a German based appeal by mainly medical practitioners who are 
concerned about the effects, they believe, from mobile phone technology including masts that are 
appearing in their patients.  It started in Oct 2002 and with very little international publicity has got 
50,000 signatories with at least 2000 medical signatures from across the world. Mast   These 
physicians and scientists agreed to establish an international scientific commission to promote 
research for the protection of public health from EMF and to develop the scientific basis and 
strategies for assessment, prevention, management and communication of risk, based on the 
precautionary principle. 

Excerpt: 

On the basis of our daily experiences, we hold the current mobile communications technology 
(introduced in 1992 and since then globally extensive) and cordless digital telephones (DECT 
standard) to be among the fundamental triggers for this fatal development.  One can no longer evade 
these pulsed microwaves. They heighten the risk of already-present chemical/physical influences, 
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stress the body–immune system, and can bring the body–still-functioning regulatory mechanisms to a 
halt. Pregnant women, children, adolescents, elderly and sick people are especially at risk. 

Statement of the physicians and researchers of Interdisziplinäre Gesellschaft für Umweltmedizin e. V. 
(Interdisciplinary Association for Environmental Medicine) IGUMED, Sackingen, Germany, 
September 19, 2002.  The Freiburger Appeal can be found at:  http://www.mastsanity.org/doctors-
appeals.html.  

[back] 46. Report of the European Union's REFLEX Project (Risk Evaluation of Potential 
Environmental Hazards from Low Frequency Electromagnetic Field Exposure Using Sensitive in vitro 
Methods), November 2004.  The Project studied ELF and RF exposures to various animal cell 
types.  The report is found 
at:  http://www.itis.ethz.ch/downloads/REFLEX_Final%20Report_171104.pdf  

From the Summary:  [t]he omnipresence of EMF's in infrastructures and consumer products have 
become a topic of public concern.  This is due to the fear of people that based on the many conflicting 
research data a risk to their health cannot be excluded with some certainty.  Therefore, the overall 
objective of REFLEX was to find out whether or not the fundamental biological processes at the 
cellular and molecular level support such an assumption.  For this purpose, possible effects of EMF’s 
on cellular events controlling key functions, including those involved in carcinogenesis and in the 
pathogenesis of neurodegenerative disorders, were studied through focused research.  Failure to 
observe the occurrence of such key critical events in living cells after EMF exposure would have 
suggested that further research efforts in this field could be suspended and financial resources be 
reallocated to the investigation of more important issues.  But as clearly demonstrated, the results of 
the REFLEX project show the way into the opposite direction. 

[back] 47. From the Discussion section of the December 20, 2004 Second Annual Report of 
Sweden's Radiation Protection Board (SSI) entitled:  Recent Research on Mobile Telephony and 
Health Risks:  Second Annual Report from SSI's Independent Expert Group on Electromagnetic 
Fields.  The complete report is available at:  http://www.ssi.se/english/EMF_exp_Eng_2004.pdf 

To date, little is known about the levels of radiofrequency radiation exposure in the general population 
from sources such as mobile phones being used by oneself or other people, mobile phone base 
stations, and radio and television transmitters.  Measurements that have been performed have 
usually been made as a result of public concern about base station exposures or other specific 
sources, and have therefore been made at locations that could be assumed to have higher fields than 
would be the case if measurement locations were selected randomly.  Furthermore, all 
measurements have been stationary, and there is today no knowledge about the level of exposure 
that an individual will have throughout the day. 

There is need for information about the personal exposure to RF fields in the general population, to 
enhance the understanding of the relative importance of exposure from base stations close to the 
home, from radio and television transmitters, and from the use of mobile phones . . .  Studies with 
personal RF exposure measurements of randomly selected samples of the general population are 
strongly encouraged. 

[back] 48.  Released January 11, 2005, Mobile Phones and Health 2004: Report by the Board of 
NRPB Documents of the NRPB: Volume 15, No. 

5.  See:  http://www.nrpb.org/publications/documents_of_nrpb/abstracts/absd15-5.htm 
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From the Executive Summary: 

The Board notes that a central recommendation in the Stewart Report was that a precautionary approach to the use of 
mobile phone technologies be adopted until much more detailed and scientifically robust information on any health effects 
becomes available. 

The Board considers that it is important to understand the signal characteristics and field strengths arising from new 
telecommunications systems and related technologies, to assess the RF exposure of people, and to understand the 
potential biological effects on the human body. 

[back] 49. The ICNIRP exposure guidelines are only designed to protect against "known adverse 
health impacts," according to Dr. Jürgen Bernhardt, ICNIRP's chairman. Bernhardt reviewed the 
updated limits, which cover the spectrum from 1 Hz to 300 GHz, in a presentation at the 20th Annual 
Meeting of the Bioelectromagnetics Society in St. Pete Beach, FL, on June 10. The limits protect 
against "short-term, immediate health effects" such as nerve stimulation, contact shocks and thermal 
insults, according to the guidelines, which appear in the April issue of Health Physics (74, pp.494-
522, 1998). Despite "suggestive" evidence that power frequency magnetic fields can be carcinogenic, 
ICNIRP has concluded that this and other non-thermal health effects have not been "established." 
ICNIRP has long followed this approach to standard-setting. In his talk, Bernhardt noted that the 
guidelines include "no consideration regarding prudent avoidance" for health effects for which 
evidence is less than conclusive.  

Microwave News, July/August 1998 

Additional References and Studies  

The following references reporting biological effects of radiofrequency radiation (RFR) at low intensities through January 
2005 were compiled on 12/27/04 by Henry C. Lai PhD, Research Professor of Bioengineering, University of Washington, 
Seattle, WA 

Balode Sci Total Environ 180(1):81-85, 1996 - blood cells from cows from a farm close and in front of 
a radar installation showed significantly higher level of severe genetic damage. 

Boscol et al. Sci Total Environ 273(1-3):1-10, 2001 - RFR from radio transmission stations (0.005 
mW/cm2) affects immune system in women. 

Chiang et al. J. Bioelectricity 8:127-131, 1989 - people who lived and worked near radio antennae 
and radar installations showed deficits in psychological and short-term memory tests. 

de Pomerai et al. Nature 405:417-418, 2000. Enzyme Microbial Tech 30:73-79, 2002 - reported an 
increase in a molecular stress response in cells after exposure to a RFR at a SAR of 0.001 W/kg. 
This stress response is a basic biological process that is present in almost all animals - including 
humans. 

de Pomerai et al. (FEBS Lett  22;543(1-3):93-97, 2003 - RFR damages proteins at 0.015-0.020 W/kg. 

D'Inzeo et al. Bioelectromagnetics 9(4):363-372, 1988 - very low intensity RFR  (0.002 – 0.004 
mW/cm2) affects the operation of acetylcholine-related ion-channels in cells. These channels play 
important roles in physiological and behavioral functions. 

Dolk et al. Am J Epidemiol 145(1):1-91997- a significant increase in adult leukemias was found in 
residents who lived near the Sutton Coldfield television (TV) and frequency modulation (FM) radio 
transmitter in England. 
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Dutta et al.Bioelectromagnetics 10(2):197-202 1989 - reported an increase in calcium efflux in cells 
after exposure to RFR at 0.005 W/kg.  Calcium is an important component of normal cellular 
functions.  

Fesenko et al. Bioelectrochem Bioenerg 49(1):29-35, 1999 - reported a change in immunological 
functions in mice after exposure to RFR at a power density of 0.001 mW/cm2. 

Hallberg O, Johansson O, ( 2004) concluded that continuous disturbance of cell repair mechanisms 
by body-resonant FM electromagnetic fields seems to amplify the carcinogenic effects resulting from 
cell damage caused e.g. by UV-radiation. 

Hjollund et al. Reprod Toxicol 11(6):897,  1997 - sperm counts of Danish military personnel, who 
operated mobile ground-to-air missile units that use several RFR emitting radar systems (maximal 
mean exposure 0.01 mW/cm2), were significantly lower compared to references. 

Hocking et al. Med J Aust  165(11-12):601-605, 1996 - an association was found between increased 
childhood leukemia incidence and mortality and proximity to TV towers. 

Ivaschuk et al. Bioelectromagnetics 18(3):223-229, 1999 - short-term exposure to cellular phone RFR 
of very low SAR (26 mW/kg) affected a gene related to cancer. 

Kolodynski  and Kolodynska,  Sci Total Environ 180(1):87-93, 1996 - school children who lived in 
front of a radio station had less developed memory and attention, their reaction time was slower, and 
their neuromuscular apparatus endurance was decreased. 

Kwee et al. Electro- and Magnetobiology  20: 141-152, 2001 - 20 minutes of cell phone RFR 
exposure at 0.0021 W/kg increased stress protein in human cells. 

Lebedeva et al. Crit Rev Biomed Eng 28(1-2):323-337, 2000 - brain wave activation was observed in 
human subjects exposed to cellular phone RFR at 0.06 mW/cm2. 

Magras and Xenos  Bioelectromagnetics 18(6):455-461, 1999 - reported a decrease in reproductive 
function in mice exposed to RFR at power densities of 0.000168 - 0.001053 mW/cm2.  Irreversible 
sterility was found in the fifth generation of offspring. 

Mann et al. Neuroendocrinology 67(2):139-144, 1998 - a transient increase in blood cortisol was 
observed in human subjects exposed to cellular phone RFR at 0.02 mW/cm2. Cortisol is a hormone 
involved in stress reaction. 

Marinelli et al. J Cell Physiol. 198(2):324-332, 2004 - exposure to 900-MHz RFR at 0.0035 W/kg 
affected cell’s self-defense responses. 

Michelozzi et al.  Epidemiology 9 (Suppl) 354p, 1998 - leukemia mortality within 3.5 km (5,863 
inhabitants) near a high power radio-transmitter in a peripheral area of Rome was higher than 
expected. 

Michelozzi et al.  Am J Epidemiol 155(12):1096-1103, 2002 - childhood leukemia higher at a distance 
up to 6 km from a radio station. 

Navakatikian and Tomashevskaya “Biological Effects of Electric and Magnetic Fields, Volume 1," 
D.O. Carpenter (ed) Academic Press, San Diego, CA, pp.333-342. 1994 - RFR at low intensities 
(0.01 - 0.1 mW/cm2; 0.0027- 0.027 W/kg) induced behavioral and endocrine changes in rats. 
Decreases in blood concentrations of testosterone and insulin were reported. 
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Novoselova et al. Bioelectrochem Bioenerg 49(1):37-41, 1999 -low intensity RFR (0.001 mW/cm2) 
affects functions of the immune system. 

Park et al. International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health 77(6):387-394, 2004 - 
higher mortality rates for all cancers and leukemia in some age groups in the area near the AM radio 
broadcasting towers. 

Persson et al. Wireless Network 3:455-461, 1997 - reported an increase in the permeability of the 
blood-brain barrier in mice exposed to RFR at 0.0004 - 0.008 W/kg. The blood-brain barrier envelops 
the brain and protects it from toxic substances. 

Phillips et al. Bioelectrochem. Bioenerg. 45:103-110, 1998 - reported DNA damage in cells exposed 
to RFR at SAR of 0.0024 - 0.024 W/kg. 

Polonga-Moraru et al. Bioelectrochemistry 56(1-2):223-225,  2002 - change in membrane of cells in 
the retina (eye) after exposure to RFR at 15 µW/cm2. 

Pyrpasopoulou et al. Bioelectromagnetics 25(3):216-227, 2004 - exposure to cell phone radiation 
during early gestation at SAR of 0.0005 W/kg (5 µW/cm2) affected kidney development in rats. 

Salford et al. Environ Health Persp Online January 29, 2003 - Nerve cell damage in mammalian brain 
after exposure to microwaves from GSM mobile phones signal at 0.02 W/kg. 

Santini et al. Pathol Biol (Paris) 50(6):369-373, 2002 - increase in complaint frequencies for tiredness, 
headache, sleep disturbance, discomfort, irritability, depression, loss of memory, dizziness, libido 
decrease, in people who lived within 300 m of mobile phone base stations. 

Sarimov et al. IEEE Trans Plasma Sci 32:1600-1608, 2004 - GSM microwaves affect human 
lymphocyte chromatin similar to stress response at 0.0054 W/kg. 

Schwartz et al. Bioelectromagnetics 11(4):349-358, 1990 - calcium movement in the heart affected by 
RFR at SAR of 0.00015 W/kg. Calcium is important in muscle contraction. Changes in calcium can 
affect heart functions. 

Somosy et al. Scanning Microsc 5(4):1145-1155, 1991 - RFR at 0.024 W/kg caused molecular and 
structural changes in cells of mouse embryos. 

Stagg et al. Bioelectromagnetics 18(3):230-236, 1997- glioma cells exposed to cellular phone RFR at 
0.0059 W/kg showed significant increases in thymidine incorporation, which may be an indication of 
an increase in cell division. 

Stark et al. J Pineal Res 22(4):171-176, 1997 - a two- to seven-fold increase of salivary melatonin 
concentration was observed in dairy cattle exposed to RFR from a radio transmitter antenna. 

Tattersall et al. Brain Res 904(1):43-53, 2001 - low-intensity RFR (0.0016 - 0.0044 W/kg) can 
modulate the function of a part of the brain called the hippocampus, in the absence of gross thermal 
effects. The changes in excitability may be consistent with reported behavioral effects of RFR, since 
the hippocampus is involved in learning and memory.  

Vangelova et al.  Cent Eur J Public Health 10(1-2):24-28, 2002 - operators of satellite station exposed 
to low dose (0.1127 J/kg) of RFR over a 24-hr shift showed an increased excretion of stress 
hormones. 

Velizarov et al. Bioelectrochem Bioenerg 48(1):177-180, 1999 - showed a decrease in cell 
proliferation (division) after exposure to RFR of 0.000021 - 0.0021 W/kg. 
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Veyret et al. Bioelectromagnetics 12(1):47-56, 1991 - low intensity RFR at SAR of 0.015 W/kg affects 
functions of the immune system. 

Wolke et al. Bioelectromagnetics 17(2):144-153, 1996 - RFR at 0.001W/kg affects calcium 
concentration in heart muscle cells of guinea pigs. 

  
http://abc7.com/news/la-supervisors-stop-cell-tower-construction-at-fire-stations/571612/ 
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INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE FIGHTERS

DIVISION OF OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH, SAFETY AND MEDICINE 

Position on the Health Effects from Radio Frequency/Microwave (RF/MW) Radiation in
Fire Department Facilities from Base Stations for Antennas and Towers for the

Conduction of Cell Phone Transmissions 

http://www.iaff.org/hs/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp 

The  International  Association  of  Fire  Fighters’  position  on  locating  cell  towers
commercial  wireless  infrastructure  on  fire  department  facilities,  as adopted  by  its
membership in August 2004 (1), is that the IAFF oppose the use of fire stations as base
stations for towers and/or antennas for the conduction of cell phone transmissions until
a study with the highest scientific merit and integrity on health effects of exposure to
low-intensity RF/MW radiation is conducted and it is proven that such sitings are not
hazardous to the health of our members.

Further, the IAFF is investigating funding for a U.S. and Canadian study that would characterize
exposures  from  RF/MW  radiation  in  fire  houses  with  and  without  cellular  antennae,  and
examine the health status of the fire fighters as a function of their assignment in exposed or
unexposed fire houses. Specifically, there is concern for the effects of radio frequency radiation
on the central  nervous system (CNS) and the immune system,  as well  as other  metabolic
effects observed in preliminary studies.

It is the belief of some international governments and regulatory bodies and of the wireless telecommunications
industry that no consistent increases in health risk exist from exposure to RF/MW radiation unless the intensity of
the radiation is sufficient to heat body tissue.  However, it is important to note that these positions are based on
non-continuous  exposures  to  the  general  public  to  low  intensity  RF/MW  radiation  emitted  from  wireless
telecommunications base stations.  Furthermore, most studies that are the basis of this position are at least five
years old and generally look at the safety of the phone itself.  IAFF members are concerned about the effects of
living directly under these antenna base stations for a considerable stationary period of time and on a daily basis. 
There are established biological effects from exposure to low-level RF/MW radiation.  Such biological effects are
recognized as markers of adverse health effects when they arise from exposure to toxic chemicals for example.

http://www.iaff.org/hs/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp
http://www.iaff.org/hs/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp#ref1


The IAFF’s efforts will attempt to establish whether there is a correlation between such biological effects and a
health risk to fire fighters and emergency medical personnel due to the siting of cell phone antennas and base
stations at fire stations and facilities where they work.

Background

Critical questions concerning the health effects and safety of RF/MW radiation remain.   Accordingly, should we
allow exposure of our fire fighters and emergency medical personnel to this radiation to continue for the next twenty
years when there is ongoing controversy over many aspects of RF/MW health effects?  While no one disagrees
that serious health hazards occur when living cells in the body are heated, as happens with high intensity RF/MW
exposure (just like in a microwave oven), scientists are currently investigating the health hazards of low intensity
RF/MW exposure. Low intensity RF/MW exposure is exposure which does not raise the temperature of the living
cells in the body.  

Additionally,  a  National  Institute  of  Environmental  Health  Sciences  panel  designated  power  frequency
electromagnetic  fields  (ELF/EMF)  as  "possible  human  carcinogens." (2)  In  March  2002  The  International
Association on Research on Cancer of the World Health Organization also assigned this designation to ELF/EMF in

Volume 80 of its IARC Monographs on the Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans. (3)

Fixed antennas used for wireless telecommunications are referred to as cellular base stations,
cell  stations,  PCS ("Personal  Communications  Service")  stations  or  telephone  transmission
towers.  These  base  stations  consist  of  antennas  and  electronic  equipment.  Because  the
antennas need to be high in the air, they are often located on towers, poles, water tanks, or
rooftops. Typical heights for freestanding base station towers are 50-200 feet.

Some base stations use antennas that look like poles, 10 to 15 feet in length, that are referred
to as "omni-directional" antennas. These types of antennas are usually found in rural areas. In
urban  and  suburban  areas,  wireless  providers  now  more  commonly  use  panel  or  sector
antennas for their base stations. These antennas consist of rectangular panels, about 1 by 4
feet in dimension. The antennas are usually arranged in three groups of three antennas each.
One antenna in each group is used to transmit signals to wireless phones, and the other two
antennas in each group are used to receive signals from wireless phones.

At any base station site, the amount of RF/MW radiation produced depends on the number of
radio  channels  (transmitters)  per  antenna and the  power  of  each transmitter.   Typically,  21
channels per antenna sector are available.  For a typical cell site using sector antennas, each of
the three transmitting antennas could be connected to up to 21 transmitters for a total of 63
transmitters.  When  omni-directional  antennas  are  used,  a  cellular  base  station  could
theoretically use up to 96 transmitters. Base stations used for PCS communications generally
require fewer transmitters than those used for cellular radio transmissions, since PCS carriers
usually have a higher density of base station antenna sites.

The electromagnetic RF/MW radiation transmitted from base station antennas travel toward the
horizon in relatively narrow paths. The individual pattern for a single array of sector antennas is
wedge-shaped, like a piece of pie.  Cellular and PCS base stations in the United States are
required to comply with limits for exposure recommended by expert organizations and endorsed
by government agencies responsible for health and safety.  When cellular and PCS antennas
are mounted on rooftops, RF/MW radiation levels on that roof or on others near by would be
greater than those typically encountered on the ground. 

http://www.iaff.org/hs/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp#ref3
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The  telecommunications  industry  claims  cellular  antennas  are  safe  because  the  RF/MW
radiation they produce is too weak to cause heating, i.e., a "thermal effect." They point to "safety
standards" from groups such as ANSI/IEEE or ICNIRP to support their claims. But these groups
have explicitly stated that their claims of “safe RF/MW radiation exposure is harmless” rest on
the fact that it is too weak to produce a rise in body temperature, a "thermal effect." (4)

There  is  a  large  body  of  internationally  accepted  scientific  evidence  which  points  to  the
existence of  non-thermal  effects  of  RF/MW radiation.  The issue at  the  present  time is  not
whether such evidence exists, but rather what weight to give it.

Internationally acknowledged experts in the field of RF/MW radiation research have shown that
RF/MW transmissions of the type used in digital cellular antennas and phones can have critical
effects on cell cultures, animals, and people in laboratories and have also found epidemiological
evidence (studies of communities, not in the laboratory) of serious health effects at "non-thermal
levels," where the intensity of the RF/MW radiation was too low to cause heating. They have
found: 

 Increased cell growth of brain cancer cells (5) 

 A doubling of the rate of lymphoma in mice (6) 
 Changes in tumor growth in rats (7) 
 An increased number of tumors in rats (8)

 Increased single- and double-strand breaks in DNA, our genetic material (9)

 2 to 4 times as many cancers in Polish soldiers exposed to RF (10) 

 More childhood leukemia in children exposed to RF (11)

 Changes in sleep patterns and REM type sleep (12) 

 Headaches caused by RF/MW radiation exposure (13)

 Neurologic changes (14) including:

 Changes in the blood-brain-barrier (15)

 Changes in cellular morphology (including cell death) (16) 

 Changes in neural electrophysiology (EEG) (17) 

 Changes in neurotransmitters (which affect motivation and pain perception) (18)

 Metabolic changes (of calcium ions, for instance) (19) 

 Cytogenetic effects (which can affect cancer, Alzheimer's, neurodegenerative diseases) (20) 

 Decreased memory, attention, and slower reaction time in school children (21) 
 Retarded learning in rats indicating a deficit in spatial "working memory" (22) 

 Increased blood pressure in healthy men (23)

 Damage to eye cells when combined with commonly used glaucoma medications (24)

Many national and international organizations have recognized the need to define the true risk
of  low  intensity,  non-thermal  RF/MW  radiation  exposure,  calling  for  intensive  scientific
investigation to answer the open questions.  These include: 

 The World  Health  Organization,  noting reports  of  "cancer,  reduced fertility,  memory loss,  and adverse
changes in the behavior and development of children." (25)

 The U. S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) (26)
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 The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) (27)

 The Swedish Work Environmental Fund (28)

 The National Cancer Institute (NCI) (29)

 The European Commission (EC) (30)

 New Zealand's Ministry of Health (31)

 National Health and Medical Research Council of Australia (32)

 Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization of Australia (CSIRO) (33)

 The Royal Society of Canada expert group report prepared for Health Canada (34)

 European  Union's  REFLEX  Project  (Risk  Evaluation  of  Potential  Environmental  Hazards  from  Low

Frequency Electromagnetic Field Exposure Using Sensitive in vitro Methods) (35)

 The Independent Group on Electromagnetic Fields of the Swedish Radiation Protection Board (SSI) (36)

 The United Kingdom’s National Radiological Protection Board (NRPB) (37)

 The EMF-Team Finland's Helsinki Appeal 2005 (38)

Non-thermal effects are recognized by experts on RF/MW radiation and health to be potential
health hazards.   Safe levels of RF/MW exposure for these low intensity,  non-thermal effects
have not yet been established. 

The FDA has explicitly rejected claims that cellular phones are "safe." (39)

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has stated repeatedly that the current (ANSI/IEEE)
RF/MW safety standards protect only against thermal effects. (40)

Many  scientists  and  physicians  question  the  safety  of  exposure  to  RF/MW  radiation.  The
CSIRO study, for example, notes that there are no clear cutoff levels at which low intensity
RF/MW exposure  has no effect,  and that  the  results  of  ongoing studies  will  take  years  to
analyze. (41)

Internationally, researchers and physicians have issued statements that biological effects from
low-intensity RF/MW radiation exposure are scientifically established:

·         The 1998 Vienna-EMF Resolution (42)

·         The 2000 Salzburg Resolution on Mobile Telecommunication Base Stations (43)

·         The 2002 Catania Resolution (44)

·         The 2002 Freiburger Appeal (45)

·         The  2004  Report  of  the  European  Union's  REFLEX  Project  (Risk  Evaluation  of
Potential Environmental Hazards from Low Frequency Electromagnetic Field Exposure
Using Sensitive in vitro Methods) (46)

·         The 2004 Second Annual  Report  from Sweden's Radiation Protection Board (SSI)
Independent  Expert  Group  on  Electromagnetic  Fields  Recent  Research  on  Mobile
Telephony and Health Risks (47)

·         Mobile Phones and Health 2004: Report by the Board of NRPB (The UK's National
Radiological Protection Board) (48)

The county of Palm Beach, Florida, the City of Los Angeles, California, and the country of New
Zealand have all prohibited cell phone base stations and antennas near schools due to safety
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concerns.  The British Columbia Confederation of Parent Advisory Councils [BCCPAC] passed
a  resolution  in  2003  banning  cellular  antennae  from  schools  and  school  grounds.  This
organization is comparable to the Parent Teachers Association (PTA) in the United States.   The
resolution was directed to  B.C.  Ministry of  Education,  B.C.  Ministry of  Children and Family
Development, B.C. School Trustees Association, and B.C. Association of Municipalities.

US Government Information

In  the  United  States,  the  Federal  Communications  Commission  (FCC)  has  used  safety
guidelines for RF/MW radiation environmental exposure since 1985.

The  FCC  guidelines  for  human  exposure  to  RF/MW  radiation  are  derived  from  the
recommendations  of  two  organizations,  the  National  Council  on  Radiation  Protection  and
Measurements (NCRP) and the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE). In both
cases, the recommendations were developed by scientific and engineering experts drawn from
industry, government, and academia after extensive reviews of the scientific literature related to
the biological effects of RF/MW radiation.

Many  countries  in  Europe  and  elsewhere  use  exposure  guidelines  developed  by  the
International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP). The ICNIRP safety
limits are generally similar to those of the NCRP and IEEE, with a few exceptions. For example,
ICNIRP recommends different exposure levels in the lower and upper frequency ranges and for
localized exposure from certain products such as hand-held wireless telephones. Currently, the
World Health Organization is working to provide a framework for international harmonization of
RF/MW radiation safety standards.

In order to affirm conformity to standards regarding heating of tissue, measurements are time
averaged  over  0.1  hours  [6  minutes].   This  method  eliminates  any spikes  in  the  readings.
 Computer power bars have surge protectors to prevent damage to computers.   Fire fighters
and emergency medical personnel do not!

The NCRP, IEEE, and ICNIRP all have identified a whole-body Specific Absorption Rate (SAR)
value of  4  watts  per  kilogram (4  W/kg)  as  a  threshold  level  of  exposure  at  which  harmful
biological thermal effects due to tissue heating may occur.  Exposure guidelines in terms of field
strength,  power density and localized SAR were  then derived from this  threshold value.  In
addition,  the  NCRP,  IEEE,  and ICNIRP guidelines vary depending on the frequency of  the
RF/MW radiation exposure.  This is due to the finding that whole-body human absorption of
RF/MW radiation varies with the frequency of the RF signal.  The most restrictive limits  on
whole-body  exposure  are  in  the  frequency  range  of  30-300  MHz  where  the  human  body
absorbs RF/MW energy most efficiently.  For products that only expose part of the body, such
as wireless phones, exposure limits in terms of SAR only are specified.

Similarly, the exposure limits used by the FCC are expressed in terms of SAR, electric and
magnetic field strength, and power density for transmitters operating at frequencies from 300
kHz to 100 GHz.  The specific values can be found in two FCC bulletins, OET Bulletins 56 and
65.

OET Bulletin 56, “Questions and Answers about Biological Effects and Potential Hazards of



Radiofrequency  Electromagnetic  Fields” was  designed  to  provide  factual  information  to  the
public  by  answering  some  of  the  most  commonly  asked  questions.  It  includes  the  latest
information on FCC guidelines for human exposure to RF/MW radiation.  Further information
and  a  downloadable  version  of  Bulletin  56  can  be  found  at:
http://www.fcc.gov/oet/info/documents/bulletins/#56

OET  Bulletin  65,  “Evaluating  Compliance  With  FCC  Guidelines  for  Human  Exposure  to
Radiofrequency Electromagnetic  Fields” was prepared to  provide  assistance in  determining
whether proposed or existing transmitting facilities, operations or devices comply with limits for
human exposure to RF/MW radiation adopted by the Federal  Communications Commission
(FCC).  Further  information  and  a  downloadable  version  of  Bulletin  65  can  be  found  at:
http://www.fcc.gov/oet/info/documents/bulletins/#65

The FCC authorizes and licenses products, transmitters, and facilities that generate RF and
microwave radiation. It has jurisdiction over all transmitting services in the U.S. except those
specifically operated by the Federal Government.  Under the National Environmental Policy Act
of  1969  (NEPA),  the  FCC  has  certain  responsibilities  to  consider  whether  its  actions  will
significantly affect the quality of the human environment. Therefore, FCC approval and licensing
of  transmitters  and  facilities  must  be  evaluated  for  significant  impact  on  the  environment.  
Human  exposure  to  RF  radiation  emitted  by  FCC-regulated  transmitters  is  one  of  several
factors that must be considered in such environmental evaluations. In 1996, the FCC revised its
guidelines for RF/MW radiation exposure as a result of a multi-year proceeding and as required
by the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

For further information and answers to questions about the safety of RF/MW radiation from
transmitters and facilities regulated by the FCC go to http://www.fcc.gov/oet/rfsafety/rf-faqs.html.

Canadian Government Information

Industry  Canada  is  the  organization  that  sets  regulatory  requirements  for  electromagnetic
spectrum management and radio equipment in Canada. Industry Canada establishes standards
for equipment certification and, as part of these standards, developed RSS-102, which specifies
permissible radiofrequency RF/MW radiation levels. For this purpose, Industry Canada adopted
the limits outlined in Health Canada's Safety-Code 6, which is a guideline document for limiting
RF exposure.  A downloadable version of “RSS-102 -  Evaluation Procedure for Mobile and
Portable Radio Transmitters with respect to Health Canada's Safety Code 6 for Exposure of
Humans  to  Radio  Frequency  Fields”,  as  well  as  additional  information  can  be  found  at:
http://strategis.ic.gc.ca/epic/internet/insmt-gst.nsf/vwapj/rss102.pdf/$FILE/rss102.pdf     .

Safety Code 6 specifies the requirements for the use of radiation emitting devices. This Code
replaces the previous Safety Code 6 -  EHD-TR-160.  A downloadable version of  “Limits  of
Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields in the Frequency Range from 3
kHz TO 300 GHz – Safety Code 6”, as well as further detailed information can be found at
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/hecs-sesc/ccrpb/publication/99ehd237/toc.htm. 

US and Canadian Legal Issues

Although some local and state governments have enacted rules and regulations about human
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exposure to RF/MW radiation in the past,  the Telecommunications Act of 1996 requires the
United  States  Federal  Government  to  control  human  exposure  to  RF/MW  radiation.   In
particular, Section 704 of the Act states that, "No State or local government or instrumentality
thereof may regulate the placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless service
facilities on the basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent
that  such  facilities  comply  with  the  Commission's  regulations  concerning  such  emissions."
Further information on federal authority and FCC policy is available in a fact sheet from the
FCC's Wireless Telecommunications Bureau at www.fcc.gov/wtb.

In  a  recent  opinion  filed  by  Senior  Circuit  Judge  Stephen  F.  Williams,  No.  03-1336  EMR
Network  v.  Federal  Communications  Commission  and  United  States  of  America,  the  Court
upheld the FCC's decision not to initiate an inquiry on the need to revise its regulations to
address non-thermal effects of radiofrequency (RF) radiation from the facilities and products
subject to FCC regulation as EMR Network had requested in its September 2001 Petition for
Inquiry. 

At  the  request  of  the  EMR Network,  the EMR Policy Institute  provided legal  and research
support for this appeal.  On January 13, 2005, a Petition for Rehearing en banc by the full panel
of judges at the DC Circuit Court of Appeals was filed. Briefs, background documents and the
DC Circuit decision are found at: http://www.emrpolicy.org/litigation/case_law/index.htm. 

The Toronto Medical Officer of Health for the Toronto Board of Health recommended to Health
Canada that public exposure limits for RF/MW radiation be made 100 times stricter; however
the  recommendation  was  not  allowed,  since,  as  in  the  US,  only  the  Canadian  federal
government can regulate RF/MW radiation exposure level.

 

World Health Organization Efforts

In 1996, the World Health Organization (WHO) established the International EMF Project to
review the scientific literature and work towards resolution of health concerns over the use of
RF/MW  technology.  WHO maintains  a  Web site  that  provides  addition  information  on  this
project  and  about  RF/MW  biological  effects  and  research.  For  further  information  go  to
http://www.who.int/peh-emf/en/. 

Conclusion

For  decades,  the  International  Association  of  Fire  Fighters  has  been  directly  involved  in
protecting and promoting the health and safety of our membership.  However, we simply don't
know at this time what the possible health consequences of long-term exposure to low-intensity
RF/MW radiation of the type used by the cell phone base stations and antennas will be.   No one
knows--the  data  just  aren't  there.   The  chairman of  the  International  Commission  on  Non-
Ionizing  Radiation  Protection  ICNIRP),  one of  the  leading  international  organizations which
formulated the current RF/MW radiation exposure guidelines, has stated that the guidelines
include "no consideration regarding prudent avoidance" for health effects for which evidence is
less than conclusive (49)
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Again, fire department facilities, where fire fighters and emergency response personnel live and
work are not the proper place for a technology which could endanger their health and safety

The only reasonable and responsible course is to conduct a study of the highest scientific merit
and integrity on the RF/MW radiation health effects to our membership and, in the interim,
oppose the use of fire stations as base stations for towers and/or antennas for the conduction of
cell phone transmissions until it is proven that such sitings are not hazardous to the health of
our members. 

Footnotes

[back] 1. Revised and Amended IAFF Resolution No. 15; August 2004

 

Study of Firefighters Exposed to Radio Frequency (RF) Radiation from Cell Towers/Masts

WHEREAS, fire stations across the United States and Canada are being sought by wireless
companies  as  base stations  for  the  antennas and towers  for  the  conduction  of  cell  phone
transmissions; and

WHEREAS, many firefighters who are living with cell towers on or adjacent to their stations are
paying a substantial  price in  terms of  physical  and mental  health.  As first  responders and
protectors of the general public, it is crucial that firefighters are functioning at optimal cognitive
and physical capacity at all times; and

WHEREAS, the brain is the first organ to be affected by RF radiation and symptoms manifest in
a  multitude  of  neurological  conditions  including  migraine  headaches,  extreme  fatigue,
disorientation, slowed reaction time, vertigo, vital memory loss and attention deficit amidst life
threatening emergencies; and

WHEREAS, most of the firefighters who are experiencing symptoms can attribute the onset to
the first week(s) these towers/antennas were activated; and

WHEREAS, RF radiation is emitted by these cellular antennas and RF radiation can penetrate
every living cell, including plants, animals and humans; and

WHEREAS, both the U. S.  and Canadian governments established regulatory limits  for  RF
radiation based on thermal (heat) measurements with no regard for the adverse health effects
from non-thermal radiation which is proven to harm the human brain and immune system; and

WHEREAS,  the  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  stated  in  a  July  16,  2002,  letter,
“Federal health and safety agencies have not yet developed policies concerning possible risk
from long-term, non-thermal exposures. The FCC’s exposure guideline is considered protective
of effects arising from a thermal mechanism (RF radiation from cell towers is non-thermal) but
not from all possible mechanisms. Therefore, the generalization by many that the guidelines
protecting human beings from harm by any or all mechanisms is not justified”; and

WHEREAS, an Expert Panel Report requested by the Royal Society of Canada prepared for
Health Canada (1999) stated that,  “Exposure to RF fields at intensities far less than levels
required to produce measurable heating can cause effects in cells and tissues.  These biological
effects  include alterations  in  the  activity of  the  enzyme ornithine decarboxylase,  in  calcium
regulation, and in the permeability of the blood-brain barrier. Some of these biological effects
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brought  about  by  non-thermal  exposure  levels  of  RF  could  potentially  be  associated  with
adverse health effects”; and

WHEREAS, based on concerns over growing scientific evidence of dangers from RF radiation,
an international conference was convened in Salzburg, Austria, in the summer of 2000 where
renowned scientists declared the upper-most RF radiation exposure limit from a tower-mast
should be 1/10th of 1 microwatt (Note that 1/10th of 1 microwatt is 10,000 times lower than the
uppermost limit allowed by the U. S. or Canada.); and it  should be noted this limit was set
because of study results showing brain wave changes at 1/10th of 1 microwatt; and

WHEREAS, in a recently cleared paper by Dr. Richard A. Albanese of the U. S. Air Force, a
highly recognized physician  in  the area of  the impact  of  radiation  on the  human body,  Dr.
Albanese states, “I  would ask a good faith effort in achieving as low exposure rates as are
possible within reasonable financial constraints. Also I would fund targeted studies using animal
subjects and human groups living or working in high radiation settings or heavy cellular phone
users, emphasizing disease causations. I urge acceptance of the ideal that there should be no
unmonitored  occupational  or  environmental  exposures  whose  associated  disease  rates  are
unknown.” (The opinions expressed herein are those of Dr. Albanese, and do not reflect the
policies of the United States Air Force.); and

WHEREAS, recently  a  study,  not  affiliated  with  the  wireless  industry,  was  conducted  of
firefighters exposed to RF radiation from cell towers/antennas affixed to their stations.** The
study revealed  brain  damage  that  can  be  differentiated  from chemical  causation  (such  as
inhalation of toxic smoke) suggesting RF radiation as the cause of the brain damage found on
SPECT scans; and

WHEREAS, firefighters are the protectors  of  people  and property and should  be protected
under the Precautionary Principle of Science and therefore, unless radiation is proven safe and
harmless, cellular antennas should not be placed on or near fire stations; therefore be it 

RESOLVED, That the IAFF shall seek funding for an initial U. S. and Canadian study with the
highest  scientific  merit  and  integrity,  contrasting  firefighters  with  residence  in  stations  with
towers to firefighters without similar exposure; and be it further

RESOLVED, That in accordance with the results of the study, the IAFF will establish protective
policy measures with the health and safety of all firefighters as the paramount objective; and be
it further

RESOLVED, That the IAFF oppose the use of fire stations as base stations for antennas and
towers for the conduction of cell phone transmissions until such installations are proven not to
be hazardous to the health of our members.



**Note:  A pilot study was conducted in 2004 of six California fire fighters working and sleeping
in stations with towers.   The study, conducted by Gunnar Heuser, M.D., PhD. of Agoura Hills,
CA, focused on neurological symptoms of six fire fighters who had been working for up to five
years in stations with cell towers. Those symptoms included slowed reaction time, lack of focus,
lack of impulse control, severe headaches, anesthesia-like sleep, sleep deprivation, depression,
and tremors.  Dr. Heuser used functional brain scans - SPECT scans - to assess any changes
in the brains of the six fire fighters as compared to healthy brains of men of the same age.
 Computerized psychological testing known as TOVA was used to study reaction time, impulse
control, and attention span.  The SPECT scans revealed a pattern of abnormal change which
was  concentrated  over  a  wider  area  than  would  normally  be  seen  in  brains  of  individuals
exposed to toxic inhalation, as might be expected from fighting fires.  Dr. Heuser concluded the
only plausible explanation at this time would be RF radiation exposure.  Additionally, the TOVA
testing revealed among the six fire fighters delayed reaction time, lack of impulse control, and
difficulty in maintaining mental focus.

[back]  2.  An  international  blue  ribbon  panel  assembled  by  the  National  Institute  of
Environmental  Health  Sciences (NIEHS) designated power  frequency electromagnetic  fields
(EMF) as "possible human carcinogens" on June 24, 1998. The panel's decision was based
largely on the results  of  epidemiological  studies  of  children exposed at  home and workers
exposed on the job. The evaluation of the EMF literature followed procedures developed by the
International  Agency for  Research on Cancer  (IARC),  based in  Lyon,  France.  The working
group's report will be the basis for the NIEHS report to Congress on the EMF Research and
Public Information Dissemination program (EMF RAPID). The National Radiological Protection
Board (NRPB)  of  the United  Kingdom noted that  the  views of  its  Advisory Group on Non-
Ionizing Radiation are "consistent with those of the NIEHS expert panel." 

June 26,  1998 statement of  the National  Radiological  Protection Board, sited in Microwave
News, July/August 1998 

[  back]   3.  World Health Organization; International Agency for Research on Cancer; IARC Monographs on the
Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans; Volume 80 Non-Ionizing Radiation, Part 1: Static and Extremely Low-
Frequency  (ELF)  Electric  and  Magnetic  Fields;  2002;  429  pages;  ISBN  92  832  1280  0;   See  http://www-
cie.iarc.fr/htdocs/monographs/vol80/80.  This  IARC  Monograph  provides  the  rationale  for  its  designation  of
ELF/EMF as a possible human carcinogen.  It states that:

A few studies on genetic effects have examined chromosomal aberrations and micronuclei in
lymphocytes  from workers  exposed  to  ELF electric  and  magnetic  fields.  In  these  studies,
confounding by genotoxic agents (tobacco, solvents) and comparability between the exposed
and  control  groups  are  of  concern.  Thus,  the  studies  reporting  an  increased  frequency  of
chromosomal aberrations and micronuclei are difficult to interpret.

Many studies have been conducted to investigate the effects of ELF magnetic fields on various
genetic end-points. Although increased DNA strand breaks have been reported in brain cells of
exposed  rodents,  the  results  are  inconclusive;  most  of  the  studies  show  no  effects  in
mammalian cells exposed to magnetic fields alone at levels below 50 µT. However, extremely
strong ELF magnetic fields have caused adverse genetic effects in some studies. In addition,
several groups have reported that ELF magnetic fields enhance the effects of known DNA- and
chromosome-damaging agents such as ionizing radiation. 
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The few animal studies on cancer-related non-genetic effects are inconclusive. Results on the
effects on in-vitro  cell  proliferation and malignant  transformation are inconsistent,  but  some
studies suggest that ELF magnetic fields affect cell proliferation and modify cellular responses
to other factors such as melatonin. An increase in apoptosis following exposure of various cell
lines to ELF electric and magnetic fields has been reported in several studies with different
exposure conditions. Numerous studies have investigated effects of ELF magnetic fields on
cellular end-points associated with signal transduction, but the results are not consistent.

[back] 4.  The  International  Commission  on  Non-Ionizing  Radiation  Protection  (ICNIRP)
statement  "Health  Issues  Related  to  the  Use  of  Hand-Held  Radiotelephones  and  Base
Transmitters" of 1996 reads: 

"Thermally mediated effects  of  RF fields have been studied in  animals,  including primates.
These data suggest  effects that  will  probably occur in humans subjected to  whole body or
localized heating sufficient to increase tissue temperatures by greater than 1C. They include the
induction of opacities of the lens of the eye, possible effects on development and male fertility,
various  physiological  and  thermoregulatory  responses  to  heat,  and  a  decreased  ability  to
perform mental  tasks as body temperature increases. Similar effects have been reported in
people subject to heat stress, for example while working in hot environments or by fever. The
various effects are well established and form the biological basis for restricting occupational and
public  exposure  to  radiofrequency  fields.  In  contrast,  non-thermal  effects  are  not  well
established and currently do not  form a scientifically acceptable basis for restricting human
exposure for frequencies used by hand-held radiotelephones and base stations." 

International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection, "Health Issues Related to the
Use of Hand-Held Radiotelephones and Base Transmitters," Health Physics 70:587-593, 1996 

The ANSI/IEEE Standard for Safety Levels of 1992 similarly states: 

"An  extensive  review  of  the  literature  revealed  once  again  that  the  most  sensitive
measurements of potentially harmful biological effects were based on the disruption of ongoing
behavior associated with an increase of body temperature in the presence of electromagnetic
fields. Because of the paucity of reliable data on chronic exposures, IEEE Subcommittee IV
focused on evidence  of  behavioral  disruption  under  acute  exposures,  even  disruption  of  a
transient and fully reversible nature." 

IEEE Standards Coordinating committee 28 on Non-Ionizing Radiation Hazards: Standard for
Safe Levels With Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3
KHz to 300 GHz (ANSI/IEEE C95.1-1991), The Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers,
New York, 1992.

[back] 5.  Drs.  Czerska,  Casamento,  Ning,  and  Davis  (working  for  the  Food  and  Drug
Administration in 1997) using "a waveform identical to that used in digital cellular phones" at a
power level within our current standards (SAR of 1.6 W/Kg, the maximum spatial peak exposure
level  recommended  for  the  general  population  in  the  ANSI  C95.1-1991  standard)  found
increases in  cellular  proliferation in human glioblastoma cells.  This shows that  "acceptable"
levels  of  radiation  can cause human cancer  cells  to  multiply  faster.  The  authors  note  that
"because of reported associations between cellular phone exposure and the occurrence of a
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brain tumor, glioblastoma, a human glioblastoma cell line was used" in their research. 

E.M.  Czerska,  J.  Casamento,  J.  T.  Ning,  and  C.  Davis,  "Effects  of  Radiofrequency
Electromagnetic Radiation on Cell Proliferation," [Abstract presented on February 7, 1997 at the
workshop 'Physical Characteristics and Possible Biological Effects of Microwaves Applied in
Wireless Communication, Rockville, MD] E. M. Czerska, J. Casamento Centers for Devices and
Radiological  Health,  Food and Drug Administration,  Rockville,  Maryland 20857,  USA; H.  T.
Ning, Indian Health Service, Rockville, Maryland 20857, USA; C. Davis, Electrical Engineering
Dept., Univ. of Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742, USA 

[back] 6.  Dr.  Michael  Repacholi  (in  1997,  currently  the  director  of  the  International
Electromagnetic Fields Project at the World Health Organization) took one hundred transgenic
mice and exposed some to radiation for two 30 minute periods a day for up to 18 months. He
found that the exposed mice developed lymphomas (a type of cancer) at twice the rate of the
unexposed mice. While telecommunications industry spokespersons criticized the experiment
for using mice with a mutation which predisposed them to cancer (transgenic) the researchers
pointed out that "some individuals inherit  mutations in other genes...that predispose them to
develop cancer, and these individuals may comprise a subpopulation at special risk from agents
that would pose an otherwise insignificant risk of cancer." 

Dr. Repacholi stated "I believe this is the first animal study showing a true non-thermal effect."
He repeated the experiment in 1998 using 50 Hz fields instead of the 900 MHz pulsed radiation
(the type used by cellular phones) used in the original experiment and found no cancer risk. He
stated that  this new data had implications for  his  original  cellular  phone study:  "the control
groups for both our RF and 50 Hz field studies showed no statistical differences, which lessens
the possibility that the RF/MW radiation study result was a chance event or due to errors in
methodology." 

It is extremely important to note that Dr. Michael Repacholi was Chairman of the ICNIRP at the
time its Statement on Health Issues Related to the Use of Hand-Held Radiotelephones and
Base Transmitters was developed in 1996. 

M. Repacholi et al., "Lymphomas in Eµ-Pim1 Transgenic Mice Exposed to Pulsed 900 MHz
Electromagnetic Fields," Radiation Research, 147, pp.631-640, May 1997 

[back] 7. Dr. Ross Adey (Veterans Administration Hospital at Loma Linda University in 1996)
found what appeared to be a protective effect in rats exposed to the type of radiation used in
digital cellular phones. The rats were exposed to an SAR of 0.58-0.75 W/Kg 836 MHz pulsed
radiation of the TDMA type two hours a day, four days a week for 23 months, with the signals
turned on and off every 7.5 minutes, so total exposure was 4 hours a week. Interestingly this
effect was not present when a non-digital, analog signal was used. Rats exposed developed
cancer less often. This study shows that low power fields of the digital cellular frequency can
influence cancer development.   Whether they would protect or promote in our children is a
question for further study.

Ross Adey of the Veterans Administration Hospital at Loma Linda University, CA presented the
results of pulsed (digital cellular) radiation on June 13, 1996 at the 18 th Annual Meeting of the
Bioelectromagnetics  Society  in  Victoria,  Canada.   He  presented  the  findings  of  the  analog
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cellular  phone  radiation  effect  at  the  June  1997  2nd World  Congress  for  Electricity  and
Magnetism in Biology and Medicine in Bologna, Italy.   Reviews can be found in Microwave
News issues July/August, 1996 and March/April 1997. 

In recognition of his more than three decades of "fundamental contributions to the emerging
science of the biological effects of electromagnetic fields," the authors of the November 2004
Report of the European Union's REFLEX Project  (Risk Evaluation of Potential Environmental
Hazards  From  Low  Frequency  Electromagnetic  Field  Exposure  Using  Sensitive  in  vitro
Methods)  chose  to  include  Dr.  Adey's  personal  views  on  Electromagnetic  Field  Exposure
research  as  the  Foreword  to  that  report.  To  view  the  entire  report,  see: 
http://www.itis.ethz.ch/downloads/REFLEX_Final%20Report_171104.pdf
The following is taken from Dr. Adey's Foreword found on pages 1-3 of the REFLEX Report:

The Future of Fundamental Research in a Society Seeking Categoric Answers to Health Risks
of New Technologies

In summary, we have become superstitious users of an ever-growing range of technologies, but
we are now unable to escape the web that they have woven around us.

Media  reporters  in  general  are  no  better  informed.  Lacking  either  responsibility  or
accountability,  they  have  created  feeding  frenzies  from  the  tiniest  snippets  of  information
gleaned  from  scientific  meetings  or  from  their  own  inaccurate  interpretation  of  published
research.  In  consequence,  the  public  has  turned  with  pleading  voices  to  government
legislatures and bureaucracies for guidance . . .

We face the problem brought on by the blind leading the blind.  Because of public pressure for
rapid answers to very complex biological and physical issues, short-term research programs
have been funded to answer specific questions about certain health risks.

In many countries, and particularly in the USA, the effects of such harassing and troublesome
tactics  on  independent,  careful  fundamental  research  have  been  near  tragic.  Beguiled  by
health  hazard  research as  the  only  source  of  funding,  accomplished basic  scientists  have
diverted from a completely new frontier in physical regulation of biological mechanisms at the
atomic level.  Not only have governments permitted corporate interests in the communications
industry  to  fund  this  research,  they  have  even  permitted  them to  determine  the  research
questions to be addressed and to select the institutions performing the research.

[back] 8. Dr. A. W. Guy reported an extensive investigation on rats chronically exposed from 2
up to 27 months of age to low-level pulsed microwaves at SARs up to 0.4 W/Kg. The exposed
group was found to have a significantly higher incidence of primary cancers. 

A. W. Guy, C. K. Chou, L. Kunz, L, Crowley, and J. Krupp, "Effects of Long-Term Low-Level
Radiofrequency Radiation Exposure on Rats." Volume 9. Summary. Brooks Air Force Base,
Texas, USAF School of Aerospace Medicine, USF-SAM-TR-85-11; 1985 

[back] 9.  Drs.  Henry Lai  and N.  P.  Singh  of  the  University  of  Washington  in  Seattle  have
reported  both  single-  and  double-strand  DNA  breaks  in  the  brains  of  rats  exposed  to
radiofrequency electromagnetic radiation at  an SAR of  1.2 W/Kg.  DNA is the carrier  of  the

http://www.iaff.org/hs/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp#n9
http://www.iaff.org/hs/Facts/CellTowerFinal.asp#n8
http://www.itis.ethz.ch/downloads/REFLEX_Final%20Report_171104.pdf


genetic information in all living cells. Cumulated DNA strand breaks in brain cells can lead to
cancer or neurodegenerative diseases. 

H. Lai and N. P. Singh, "Single- and Double-Strand DNA Breaks in Rat Brain Cells After Acute
Exposure  to  Radiofrequency  Electromagnetic  Radiation,"  International  Journal  of  Radiation
Biology, Vol 69, No. 4, 513-521, 1996 

[back] 10. Dr. Stanislaw Szmigielski has studied many thousands of Polish soldiers.   He has
found that those exposed to radiofrequency and microwave radiation in the workplace had more
than double the cancer rate of the unexposed servicemen analyzing data from 1971-1985.  He
has presented further data suggesting a dose-response relationship with soldiers exposed to
100-200 W/cm2 suffering 1.69 times as many cancers as the unexposed, and those exposed to
600-1000 W/cm2 suffering 4.63 times as many cancers.  The level  considered safe for  the
public according to FCC regulations is 1000 W/cm2.  Occupational exposure up to 5000 W/cm2

is allowed. 

S.  Szmigielski,  "Cancer  Morbidity  in  Subjects  Occupationally  Exposed  to  High  Frequency
(Radiofrequency  and  Microwave)  Electromagnetic  Radiation,"  The  Science  of  the  Total
Environment 180:9-17, 1996 

[back] 11.  Dr.  Bruce  Hocking  found  an  association  between  increased  childhood  leukemia
incidence and mortality in the proximity of television towers. The power density ranged from 0.2-
8.0 W/cm2 nearer and 0.02 W/cm2 farther from the towers. 

B. Hocking, I. R. Gordon, H. L. Grain, and G. E. Hatfield, "Cancer Incidence and Mortality and
Proximity to TV Towers," Medical Journal of Australia 165: 601-605; 1996 

[back] 12. Drs. Mann and Röschke investigated the influence of pulsed high-frequency RF/MW
radiation of digital mobile radio telephones on sleep in healthy humans. They found a hypnotic
effect with shortening of sleep onset latency and a REM (Rapid Eye Movement) suppressive
effect with reduction of duration and percentage of REM sleep. "REM sleep plays a special
physiological role for information processing in the brain, especially concerning consolidation of
new experiences. Thus the effects observed possibly could be associated with alterations of
memory and learning functions." 

K. Mann and J. Röschke, "Effects of Pulsed High-Frequency Electromagnetic Fields on Human
Sleep," Neuropsychobiology 33:41-47, 1996 

[back] 13. Dr. Allen Frey has been researching RF/MW radiation for over 3 decades. Here is the
abstract  on a paper  concerning headaches and cellular phone radiation. "There have been
numerous  recent  reports  of  headaches  occurring  in  association  with  the  use  of  hand-held
cellular  telephones.  Are  these  reported  headaches  real?  Are  they  due  to  emissions  from
telephones? There is reason to believe that the answer is "yes" to both questions. There are
several  lines of evidence to support  this conclusion. First,  headaches as a consequence of
exposure to low intensity microwaves were reported in the literature 30 years ago. These were
observed  during  the  course  of  microwave  hearing  research  before  there  were  cellular
telephones.  Second,  the blood-brain  barrier  appears to  be involved in  headaches,  and low
intensity microwave energy exposure affects the barrier. Third, the dopamine-opiate systems of
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the  brain  appear  to  be  involved  in  headaches,  and  low  intensity  electromagnetic  energy
exposure affects those systems. In all three lines of research, the microwave energy used was
approximately the same--in frequencies, modulations, and incident energies--as those emitted
by present day cellular telephones, Could the current reports of headaches be the canary in the
coal mine, warning of biologically significant effects?" 

A.  H.  Frey,  "Headaches  from  Cellular  Telephones:  Are  they  Real  and  What  Are  the
Implications?" Environmental Health Perspectives Volume 106, Number 3, pp.101-103, March
1998 

[back] 14.  Henry  Lai's  review  of  the  literature  concerning  neurological  effects  of  RF/MW
radiation: Existing data indicate that RF/MW radiation of relatively low intensity can affect the
nervous  system.  Changes  in  blood-brain  barrier,  morphology,  electrophysiology,
neurotransmitter functions, cellular metabolism, and calcium efflux, and genetic effects have
been  reported  in  the  brain  of  animals  after  exposure  to  RF.  These  changes  can  lead  to
functional changes in the nervous system. Behavioral changes in animals after exposure to RR
have been reported. 

Even a temporary change in neural functions after RF/MW radiation exposure could lead to
adverse consequences.  For  example,  a  transient  loss  of  memory function  or  concentration
could result in an accident when a person is driving. Loss of short term working memory has
indeed been observed in rats after acute exposure to RF/MW radiation. 

Research has also shown that  the effects  of  RF/MW radiation on the nervous system can
cumulate with repeated exposure. The important question is, after repeated exposure, will the
nervous system adapt to the perturbation and when will homeostasis break down? Related to
this is that various lines of evidence suggest that responses of the central nervous system to
RF/MW radiation could be a stress response. Stress effects are well known to cumulate over
time and involve first adaptation and then an eventual break down of homeostatic processes. 

H. Lai, "Neurological Effects of Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Radiation Relating to Wireless
Communication Technology," Paper presentation at the IBC-UK Conference: "Mobile Phones-Is
There a Health Risk?" September 16-17, 1997, Brussels, Belgium 

[back] 15. Blood-Brain-Barrier: The blood-brain-barrier (BBB) is primarily a continuous layer of
cells lining the blood vessels of the brain. It is critical for regulation of the brain's activity.   Lai
notes  that  "Even  though  most  studies  indicate  that  changes  in  the  BBB occurs  only  after
exposure to RF/MW radiation of high intensities with significant increase in tissue temperature,
several studies have reported increases in permeability after exposure to RF/MW radiation of
relatively  low intensities...Pulsed  RF seems  to  be  more  potent  than  continuous  wave  RF."
 Pulsed RF/MW is the type used in digital cellular systems.  Effects on the BBB were noted at
the 0.2 W/cm2 level,  and even at  SAR of  0.016-5 W/kg.  These effects  could lead to  local
changes in brain function. 

H. Lai, Ibid 

[back] 16. Cellular Morphology: RF/MW radiation induced morphological changes of the central
nervous system cells and tissues have been shown to occur under relatively high intensity or
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prolonged exposure to the RF/MW radiation. However, there are several studies which show
that repeated exposure at relatively low power intensities caused morphological changes in the
central nervous system. Again here pulsed (as in digital phone use) RF/MW radiation produced
more  pronounced  effects.  Certain  drugs  given  to  nonhuman  primates  sensitized  them,  for
instance allowing eye damage to occur at very low power intensities. Dr Lai notes "Changes in
morphology, especially cell death, could have an important implication on health. Injury-induced
cell  proliferation has been hypothesized as a cause of cancer."  Some of these experiments
were in the range of SAR 0.53 W/kg or even 0.26 W/kg. 

H. Lai, Ibid 

[back] 17. Neural Electrophysiology: Changes in neuronal electrophysiology, evoked potentials,
and EEG have been reported. Some effects were observed at low intensities and after repeated
exposure, suggesting cumulative effect. Energy density levels were as low as 50 W/cm2. 

H. Lai, Ibid 

[back] 18. Neurotransmitters: Neurotransmitters are molecules which transmit information from
one nerve cell to another. Early studies have reported changes in various neurotransmitters
(catecholamines, serotonin, and acetylcholine) in the brain of animals only after exposure to
high intensities of RF/MW radiation. However, there are more recent studies that show changes
in neurotransmitter functions after exposure to low intensities of  RF radiation. For example,
effects were seen at 50 µW/cm2 in one experiment.  U.S. and Canadian RF/MW radiation safety
policies allow exposures of 1000 µW/cm2 at that frequency.

RF/MW  radiation  activates  endogenous  opioids  in  the  brain.  Endogenous  opioids  are
neurotransmitters  with  morphine-like  properties  and  are  involved  in  many  important
physiological and behavioral functions, such as pain perception and motivation. 

The response to RF/MW radiation  depends on the area of the brain studied and on the duration
of exposure. Exposure to RF/MW radiation  has been shown to affect the behavioral actions of
benzodiazepines (these are drugs such as Valium). 

H. Lai, Ibid 

[back] 19.  Metabolic  Changes in  Neural  Tissue:  Several  studies  investigated the  effects  of
RF/MW radiation exposure on energy metabolism in the rat brain. Surprisingly, changes were
reported after exposure to relatively low intensity RF/MW radiation for a short duration of time
(minutes). The effects depended on the frequency and modulation characteristics of the RF/MW
radiation and did not seem to be related to temperature changes in the tissue. 

Calcium ions play important roles in the functions of the nervous system, such as the release of
neurotransmitters and the actions of some neurotransmitter receptors. Thus changes in calcium
ion concentration could lead to alterations in neural functions. This is an area of considerable
controversy because some researchers have also reported no significant effects of  RF/MW
radiation  exposure  on  calcium efflux.  However,  when  positive  effects  were  observed,  they
occurred after exposure to RF/MW radiation of relatively low intensities and were dependent on
the modulation and intensity of the RF/MW radiation  studied (window effects). Some studies
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had SARs as low as 0.05-0.005 W/Kg. 

H. Lai, Ibid 

[back]  20.  Cytogenetic effects have been reported in various types of cells after exposure to
RF/MW radiation.  Recently, several studies have reported cytogenetic changes in brain cells by
RF/MW radiation , and these results could have important implication for the health effects of
RF/MW radiation . Genetic damage to glial cells can result in carcinogenesis. However, since
neurons do not undergo mitosis, a more likely consequence of neuronal genetic damage is
changes in functions and cell death, which could either lead to or accelerate the development of
neurodegenerative diseases. Power densities of 1 mW/cm2 were employed, a level considered
safe for the public by the FCC. 

RF/MW radiation -induced increases in single and double strand DNA breaks in rats can be
blocked by treating the rats with melatonin or the spin-trap compound N-t-butyl--phenylnitrone.
Since both compounds are potent free radical scavengers, these data suggest that free radicals
may play a role in the genetic effect of RF. If free radicals are involved in the RF-induced DNA
strand breaks in brain cells, results from this study could have an important implication on the
health effects of RF exposure. Involvement of free radicals in human diseases, such as cancer
and atherosclerosis, has been suggested. Free radicals also play an important role in the aging
process, which has been ascribed to be a consequence of accumulated oxidative damage to
body  tissues,  and  involvement  of  free  radicals  in  neurodegenerative  diseases,  such  as
Alzheimer's, Huntington, and Parkinson, has also been suggested. One can also speculate that
some individuals may be more susceptible to the effects of RF/MW radiation exposure. 

H. Lai, Ibid 

[back] 21. Dr. A. A. Kolodynski and V. V. Kolodynska of the Institute of Biology, Latvian Academy
of Sciences, presented the results of experiments on school children living in the area of the
Skrunda Radio Location Station in Latvia. Motor function, memory, and attention significantly
differed between the exposed and control groups. The children living in front of the station had
less developed memory and attention and their reaction time was slower. 

A. A. Kolodynski, V. V. Kolodynska, "Motor and Psychological Functions of School Children
Living in the Area of the Skrunda Radio Location Station in Latvia," The Science of the Total
Environment 180:87-93, 1996 

[back] 22.  Dr.  H.  Lai  and  colleagues  in  1993  exposed  rats  to  45  minutes  of  pulsed  high
frequency RF/MW radiation at low intensity and found that the rats showed retarded learning,
indicating a deficit in spatial "working memory" function. 

H Lai, A. Horita, and A. W. Guy, "Microwave Irradiation Affects Radial-Arm Maze Performance
in the Rat," Bioelectromagnetics 15:95-104, 1994 

NOTE:  Dr. Lai's January 2005 compilation of published RF/MW radiation studies demonstrating
biological  effects  of  exposure to  low-intensity  RF/MW radiation  is  included as  a Reference
section at the end of this report.
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[back] 23.  Dr.  Stefan  Braune  reported  a  5-10  mm  Hg  resting  blood  pressure  rise  during
exposure to RF/MW radiation of the sort used by cellular phones in Europe. The Lancet, the
British medical journal where the report appeared, stated that "Such an increase could have
adverse effects on people with high blood pressure." 

S.  Braune,  "Resting  Blood  Pressure  Increase  During  Exposure  to  a  Radio-Frequency
Electromagnetic Field," The Lancet 351, pp. 1,857-1,858, 1998 

[back] 24.  Dr.  Kues  and  colleagues  (of  Johns  Hopkins  University  and  the  Food  and  Drug
Administration) found that placing timolol and pilocarpine into the eyes of monkeys and then
exposing them to low power density pulsed RF/MW radiation caused a significant reduction in
the power-density threshold for causing damage to the cells covering the eye and the iris. In fact
the power was reduced by a factor of 10, so that it entered the "acceptable, safe" level of the
FCC,  1  mW/cm2!  Timolol  and  pilocarpine  are  commonly  used  by  people  suffering  from
glaucoma. This is a very important study, as it points to the fact that laboratory experiments
under  "ideal"  conditions  are  rarely  what  one  finds  in  real  life.  The  "safe"  level  of  RF/MW
radiation exposure for healthy people is likely to be very different than for those of us who suffer
from  illness,  take  medications,  or  are  perhaps  simply  younger  or  older  than  those  in  the
experiments. 

H. A. Kues, J. C. Monahan, S. A. D'Anna, D. S. McLeod, G. A. Lutty, and S. Koslov, "Increased
Sensitivity of the Non-Human Primate Eye to Microwave Radiation Following Ophthalmic Drug
Pretreatment," Bioelectromagnetics 13:379-393, 1992 

[back]  25. The World Health Organization states that "concerns have been raised about the
safety of cellular mobile telephones, electric power lines and police speed-control 'radar guns.'
Scientific reports have suggested that exposure to electromagnetic fields emitted from these
devices could have adverse health effects, such as cancer, reduced fertility, memory loss, and
adverse changes in the behaviour and development of children." Therefore, "In May 1996, in
response to growing public health concerns in many Member States over possible health effects
from exposure to an ever-increasing number and diversity of EMF sources, the World Health
Organization launched an international project to assess health and environmental effects of
exposure  to  electric  and  magnetic  fields,  which  became  known  as  the  International  EMF
Project.  The  International  EMF  Project  will  last  for  five  years."  "A number  of  studies  at
[frequencies above about 1 MHz] suggest that exposure to RF fields too weak to cause heating
may have adverse health consequences, including cancer and memory loss. Identifying and
encouraging coordinated research into these open questions is one of the major objectives of
the International EMF Project." 

World Health Organization Fact Sheet N181, "Electromagnetic Fields and Public Health, The
International  EMF Project,"  reviewed May 1998 and World  Health  Organization Fact  Sheet
N182, "Electromagnetic Fields and Public Health, Physical Properties and Effects on Biological
Systems," reviewed May 1998,  

[back]  26. The U. S. Food and Drug Administration in a January 14, 1998 letter to the House
Telecommunications Subcommittee stated it "believes additional research in the area of RF is
needed." In 1997 the FDA established the following priorities: 
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 Chronic (lifetime) animal exposures should be given the highest priority. 
 Chronic animal exposures should be performed both with and without the application of chemical initiating

agents to investigate tumor promotion in addition to tumorigenesis. 
 Identification of potential risks should include end points other than brain cancer (e.g. ocular effects of RF

radiation exposure). 
 Replication of prior studies demonstrating positive biological effects work is needed.  A careful replication of

the  Chou  and  Guy  study  (Bioelectromagnetics,  13, pp.469-496,  1992)  which  suggests  that  chronic
exposure of rats to microwaves is associated with an increase in tumors, would contribute a great deal to
the risk identification process for wireless communication products. 

 Genetic toxicology studies should focus on single cell gel studies of DNA strand breakage and on induction
of micronuclei. 

 Epidemiology studies focused on approaches optimized for hazard identification are warranted.

Food  and  Drug  Administration  Recommendations  quoted  in  Microwave  News,  March/April,
1997 

[back] 27. The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) is planning a multi-country,
multi-million  dollar  study  of  cancer  among  users  of  wireless  phones,  beginning  1998. 
Microwave News, January/February, 1998 

[back] 28. The Swedish Work Environmental  Fund initiated a new epidemiological  study on
cellular  phone radiation  and brain  tumors in  1997.  Microwave News,  November/December,
1997 

[back] 29. The National Cancer Institute announced plans for a 5 year study of brain tumors and
RF/MW radiation in 1993. Microwave News, January/February, 1993 

[back] 30. The European Commission (EC) Expert Group on health effects of wireless phones
called for a 5 year research program with a $20 million budget,  reported 1997.  Microwave
News , January/February, 1997 

[back] 31.  A report  commissioned  by  New  Zealand's  Ministry  of  Health  stated  that  "It  is
imperative that the scientific issues be clarified as soon as possible, as there is much at stake."
It called for more research to examine the potential health effects of RF radiation.  Microwave
News, November/December, 1996 

[back] 32.  The  National  Health  and  Medical  Research  Council  of  Australia  announced  its
sponsorship  of  a  5  year,  $3.5  million  project  on  potential  health  effects  of  mobile  phone
technology in 1996. Microwave News, November/December, 1996 

[back] 33. The Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization (CSIRO) of Australia
concluded in 1995 that the safety of cellular telephones cannot be resolved "in the near future."
Dr. Stan Barnett, a principal researcher of CSIRO, states that "My goal is to establish a national
committee  to  approach  this  problem  by  coordinating  relevant  and  focused  research."  He
estimated a budget of $3 million over a 3 year period would be necessary.

Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization, "Status of Research on Biological
Effects and Safety of Electromagnetic Radiation: Telecommunications Frequencies," a report
prepared by Dr. Stan Barnett, as sited in Microwave News, September/October, 1995 
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[back] 34. In Canada, Expert Panels are formed in response to requests from governments and
other  organizations  for  guidance  on  public  policy  issues  where  specialized  knowledge  is
required.  The Royal  Society  of  Canada (RSC) is  the  only national  academic  organization,
encompassing all fields of study in the sciences, arts and humanities that provides, through its
Committee on Expert Panels, a service to Canadians by convening Expert Panels that produce
publicly disseminated, arms-length, third party reviews.   The most recent Expert Panel report
addressing  RF/MW  radiation  examines  new data  on  dosimetry  and  exposure  assessment,
thermoregulation,  biological  effects  such  as  enzyme  induction,  and  toxicological  effects,
including  genotoxicity,  carcinogenicity,  and  testicular  and  reproductive  outcomes. 
Epidemiological  studies of  mobile  phone users and occupationally exposed populations are
examined, along with human and animal studies of neurological and behavioural effects.  All of
the  authoritative  reviews  completed within  the  last  two  years  have  supported  the  need  for
further  research  to  clarify  the  possible  associations  between RF fields  and adverse health
outcomes  that  have  appeared  in  some  reports.  See:  http://www.rsc.ca//index.php?
lang_id=1&page_id=120.

Recent Advances in Research on Radiofrequency Fields and Health: 2001-2003; A Follow-up to
The Royal Society of Canada, Report on the Potential Health Risks of Radiofrequency Fields 
from Wireless Telecommunication Devices, 1999

[back] 35. The European Union effort to address this issue is in the study Risk Evaluation of
Potential  Environmental  Hazards  from  Low  Energy  Electromagnetic  Field  Exposure  Using
Sensitive in vitro Methods (REFLEX).  Exposure to electromagnetic fields (EMF) in relation to
health is a controversial topic throughout the industrial world.  So far epidemiological and animal
studies have generated conflicting data and thus uncertainty regarding possible adverse health
effects. This situation has triggered controversies in communities especially in Europe with its
high density of population and industry and the omnipresence of EMF in infrastructures and
consumer products.  These controversies are affecting the siting of facilities, leading people to
relocate, schools to close or power lines to be re-sited, all at great expense.   The European
Union believes that causality between EMF exposure and disease can never be regarded as
proven without knowledge and understanding of the basic mechanisms possibly triggered by
EMF.  To search for those basic mechanisms powerful technologies developed in toxicology and
molecular biology were to be employed in the REFLEX project to investigate cellular and sub-
cellular responses of living cells exposed to EMF in vitro.

The REFLEX data have made a substantial addition to the data base relating to genotoxic and
phenotypic effects of both ELF-EMF and RF-EMF on in vitro cellular systems.  While the data
neither precludes nor confirms a health risk due to EMF exposure nor was the project designed
for  this purpose, the value lies in providing new data that  will  enable mechanisms of EMF
effects to be studied more effectively than in the past.  Furthermore, the REFLEX data provide
new information that will be used for risk evaluation by WHO, IARC and ICNIRP.  For further
information  on  REFLEX  see:  http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/quality-of-
life/ka4/ka4_electromagnetic_en.html 

[back] 36.  The Swedish Radiation Protections Institute (SSI) endeavors to ensure that human
beings and the environment are protected from the harmful  effects of  radiation, both in the
present  and  in  the  future.  SSI  has  focused  on  epidemiological  research  on  cancer  and
exposure from mobile phones and transmitters as well as experimental cancer research.   In
addition  three selected topics  were  also  discussed,  namely blood-brain  barrier,  heat  shock
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proteins,  and  precautionary  framework.  For  further  information  on  SSI  see: 
http://www.ssi.se/forfattning/eng_forfattlista.html 

[back] 37.  In  the United Kingdom, the National  Radiological  Protection Board (NRPB) was
created  by  the  Radiological  Protection  Act  1970.  The  statutory  functions  of  NRPB are  to
advance the acquisition of knowledge about the protection of mankind from radiation hazards
through  research and  to  provide  information  and  advice  to  persons  (including  Government
Departments)  with  responsibilities  in  the  United  Kingdom in  relation  to  the  protection  from
radiation hazards either of the community as a whole or of particular sections of the community.  
The NFPB believes that there is a need for better occupational studies rather than simply for
more. In particular, the studies need to be of occupational groups for whom measurements
show that there is genuinely a substantially raised exposure to RF fields. If the studies are to be
more  informative  than  those  so  far,  a  key  requirement  will  be  for  improved  exposure
measurement (or improved estimation of exposure) for individuals, or at least for occupational
groups. It would be desirable, as far as practical, that the studies should measure the intensity
and timing of RF field exposures, and also that they should include some assessment of major
RF  field  exposures  from  sources  other  than  the  current  occupation.  Ideally,  exposure
assessment  needs  to  be  anatomical  site  (organ)-specific,  because  some sources  result  in
greatly differing doses to different parts of the body. It is a difficulty in these prescriptions, of
course, that the appropriate exposure metric is unknown.   For further information on NRPB
see:  http://www.nrpb.org/index.htm 

[back] 38. On January 5, 2005,  the EMF-Team Finland issued the Helsinki  Appeal  2005 to
members of the European Parliament.  In it physicians and researchers call on the European
Parliament to apply the Precautionary Principle to electromagnetic fields, especially in the radio-
and microwave- frequency bands. They criticize the present RF/MW radiation safety standards
that do not recognize the biological effects caused by non-thermal exposures to non-ionizing
radiation [i.e., RF/MW  radiation.]  They also call for continued refunding of the REFLEX  EMF
research  program.  The  text  of  the  Helsinke  Appeal  2005  is  found  at: 
http://www.emrpolicy.org/news/headlines/index.htm 

[back]  39. On July 19, 1993 Dr. Elizabeth Jacobson, Deputy Director for Science, Center for
Devices and Radiological  Health,  Food and Drug Administration criticized Thomas Wheeler,
President of the Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association: 

"I am writing to let you know that we were concerned about two important aspects of your press
conference of July 16 concerning the safety of cellular phones, and to ask that you carefully
consider the following comments when you make future statements to the press. First, both the
written press statements and your verbal comments during the conference seemed to display
an  unwarranted  confidence  that  these  products  will  be  found  absolutely  safe.  In  fact,  the
unremittingly upbeat tone of the press packet strongly implies that there can be no hazard,
leading  the  reader  to  wonder  why  any  further  research  would  be  needed  at  all.....More
specifically, your press packet selectively quotes from our Talk Paper of February 4 in order to
imply that FDA believes that cellular phones are "safe." ("There is no proof at this point that
cellular phones are harmful.") In fact, the same Talk Paper also states, "There is not enough
evidence to  know for  sure,  either  way."  Our  position,  as  we  have  stated  it  before,  is  this:
Although there is no direct evidence linking cellular phones with harmful effects in humans, a
few animal studies suggest that such effects could exist. It is simply too soon to assume that
cellular  phones are  perfectly safe,  or  that  they are  hazardous--either  assumption would  be
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premature. This is precisely why more research is needed." 

Full text of letter can be found in Microwave News, July/August, 1993 

[back] 40. In 1993 the Director of the Office of Radiation and Indoor Air of the Environmental
Protection Agency suggested that the FCC not adopt the 1992 ANSI/IEEE standard "due to
serious  flaws,"  among  them (1)  "the  ANSI/IEEE conclusion  that  there  is  no  scientific  data
indicating that certain subgroups of the population are more at risk than others is not supported
by NCRP and EPA reports" and (2) "the thesis that ANSI/IEEE recommendations are protective
of all mechanisms of interaction is unwarranted because the adverse effects level in the 1992
ANSI/IEEE standard are based on a thermal effect." 

Letter from Margo T. Oge, Director, Office of Radiation and Indoor Air to Thomas Stanley, Chief
Engineer, Office of engineering and Technology, FCC, dated Nov 9, 1993 

[back] 41. A brief sampling of the CSIRO report: 

Problems in studies of human populations published to date include imprecise estimates of
exposure.  As  a  result,  such  epidemiological  studies  may underestimate  any real  risk.  The
likelihood of epidemiological studies providing useful information is questionable, particularly if
the biological end point cannot be predicted. Its value in the short term (less than 10 years)
must  be  negligible  unless  there  was  an  enormous  increase  in  the  rate  of  cancer  growth.
Interestingly, the incidence of brain tumors in the EC countries has increased substantially in
recent years. 

RF safety cannot be assessed in the absence of reported serious effects when so little research
has been aimed at the problem. It is somewhat surprising, and rather disappointing, to find that
although the literature contains many hundreds of publications, there are very few areas of
consensus....At low levels the absence of clear thresholds and [the] presence of intensity and
frequency windows have created questions rather than provided answers. 

There is no doubt that the interpretation of bioeffects data has been clouded by a preoccupation
with thermally mediated processes. In fact, development of the ANSI/IEEE standard is based
only on well-established thermal effects, and ignores the more subtle non-thermal processes
that are more difficult to interpret and apply to human health. 

Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization, "Status of Research on Biological
Effects and Safety of Electromagnetic Radiation: Telecommunications Frequencies," a report
prepared by Dr. Stan Barnett, as sited in Microwave News, September/October, 1995

[back] 42. Statement from the October 25-28, 1998 "Symposium of Mobile Phones and Health -
Workshop on Possible Biological and Health Effects of RF Electromagnetic Fields" held at the
University of Vienna, Austria.

The preferred terminology to be used in public communication:  Instead of using the terms 
"athermal", "non-thermal" or "microthermal" effects, the term "low intensity biological effects" is 
more appropriate.
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Preamble:  The  participants  agreed  that  biological  effects  from  low-intensity  exposures  are
scientifically established. However, the current state of scientific consensus is inadequate to
derive reliable exposure standards. The existing evidence demands an increase in the research
efforts on the possible health impact and on an adequate exposure and dose assessment.

Base stations: How could satisfactory Public Participation be ensured:  The public should be
given  timely  participation  in  the  process.  This  should  include  information  on  technical  and
exposure data as well as information on the status of the health debate. Public participation in
the decision (limits, siting, etc.) should be enabled.

Cellular phones: How could the situation of the users be improved:  Technical data should be
made available to the users to allow comparison with respect to EMF-exposure. In order to
promote prudent usage, sufficient information on the health debate should be provided. This
procedure should offer opportunities for the users to manage reduction in EMF-exposure. In
addition, this process could stimulate further developments of low-intensity emission devices.

[back] 43. Statement from the June 7-8, 2000 International Conference on Cell Tower Siting
Linking  Science  and  Public  Health,  Salzburg,  Austria.  The  full  report  can  be  found  at:
www.land-sbg.gv.at/celltower   

·         It is recommended that development rights for the erection and for operation of a base
station should be subject to a permission procedure. The protocol should include the
following aspects:

o       Information ahead and active involvement of the local public

o        Inspection of alternative locations for the siting

o       Protection of health and wellbeing

o       Considerations on conservation of land- and townscape

o       Computation and measurement of exposure

o       Considerations on existing sources of HF-EMF exposure

o       Inspection and monitoring after installation

 

·         It is recommended that a national database be set up on a governmental level giving
details of all base stations and their emissions.

·         It  is  recommended  for  existing  and  new  base  stations  to  exploit  all  technical
possibilities to ensure exposure is as low as achievable (ALATA-principle) and that new
base stations are planned to guarantee that the exposure at places where people spend
longer periods of time is as low as possible, but within the strict public health guidelines.
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·         Presently the assessment of biological effects of exposures from base stations in the
low-dose range is difficult but indispensable for protection of public health.  There is at
present evidence of no threshold for adverse health effects.

o       Recommendations  of  specific  exposure  limits  are  prone  to  considerable
uncertainties and should be considered preliminary. For the total of all high frequency
irradiation a limit value of 100 mW/m² (10 µW/cm²) is recommended.

o       For preventive public health protection a preliminary guideline level for the
sum total of exposures from all ELF pulse modulated high-frequency facilities such as
GSM base stations of 1 mW/m² (0.1 µW/cm²) is recommended.

[back] 44.  Scientists attending the September 13-14, 2002 International Conference “State of
the Research on Electromagnetic Fields – Scientific and Legal Issues,” organized by ISPESL
(National Institute for Prevention and Work Safety, Italy), the University of Vienna, and the City
of Catania, held in Catania, Italy, agreed to the following:

·        Epidemiological  and  in  vivo and  in  vitro experimental  evidence  demonstrates  the
existence for electromagnetic field (EMF) induced effects, some of which can be adverse
to health. 

·         We take exception to arguments suggesting that weak (low intensity)  EMF cannot
interact with tissue. 

·         There are plausible mechanistic explanations for EMF-induced effects which occur
below present ICNIRP and IEEE guidelines and exposure recommendations by the EU.

·        The weight  of  evidence calls  for  preventive  strategies  based on the  precautionary
principle.  At  times  the  precautionary  principle  may  involve  prudent  avoidance  and
prudent use.

·        We are aware that there are gaps in knowledge on biological and physical effects, and
health risks related to EMF, which require additional independent research.

 

[back] 45. The Freiburger Appeal is a German based appeal by mainly medical practitioners
who are concerned about the effects, they believe, from mobile phone technology including
masts that are appearing in their patients.  It started in Oct 2002 and with very little international
publicity has got 50,000 signatories with at least 2000 medical signatures from across the world.
Mast   These  physicians  and  scientists  agreed  to  establish  an  international  scientific
commission to promote research for the protection of public health from EMF and to develop the
scientific basis and strategies for assessment, prevention, management and communication of
risk, based on the precautionary principle.

Excerpt:

On the basis of our daily experiences, we hold the current mobile communications technology
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(introduced in 1992 and since then globally extensive) and cordless digital telephones (DECT
standard) to be among the fundamental triggers for this fatal development.  One can no longer
evade these pulsed microwaves. They heighten the risk of already-present chemical/physical
influences, stress the body–immune system, and can bring the body–still-functioning regulatory
mechanisms to a halt.  Pregnant women, children,  adolescents,  elderly and sick people are
especially at risk.

Statement of the physicians and researchers of Interdisziplinäre Gesellschaft für Umweltmedizin
e. V. (Interdisciplinary Association for Environmental Medicine) IGUMED, Sackingen, Germany,
September  19,  2002.  The  Freiburger  Appeal can  be  found  at: 
http://www.mastsanity.org/doctors-appeals.html. 

[back]  46.  Report  of  the  European  Union's  REFLEX  Project  (Risk  Evaluation  of  Potential
Environmental Hazards from Low Frequency Electromagnetic Field Exposure Using Sensitive
in  vitro  Methods),  November 2004.  The Project  studied ELF and RF exposures to  various
animal  cell  types.  The  report  is  found  at:  http://www.itis.ethz.ch/downloads/REFLEX_Final
%20Report_171104.pdf 

From the Summary:  [t]he omnipresence of EMF's in infrastructures and consumer products
have become a topic of public concern.  This is due to the fear of people that based on the
many conflicting research data a risk to their health cannot be excluded with some certainty.  
Therefore, the overall  objective of REFLEX was to find out whether or not the fundamental
biological processes at the cellular and molecular level support such an assumption.  For this
purpose, possible effects of EMF’s on cellular events controlling key functions, including those
involved  in  carcinogenesis  and  in  the  pathogenesis  of  neurodegenerative  disorders,  were
studied through focused research.  Failure to observe the occurrence of such key critical events
in living cells after EMF exposure would have suggested that further research efforts in this field
could  be  suspended  and  financial  resources  be  reallocated  to  the  investigation  of  more
important issues.  But as clearly demonstrated, the results of the REFLEX project show the way
into the opposite direction.

[back]  47.  From the Discussion section of the December 20, 2004 Second Annual Report of
Sweden's Radiation Protection Board (SSI) entitled:  Recent Research on Mobile Telephony
and  Health  Risks:  Second  Annual  Report  from  SSI's  Independent  Expert  Group  on
Electromagnetic  Fields.  The  complete  report  is  available  at: 
http://www.ssi.se/english/EMF_exp_Eng_2004.pdf

To date, little is known about the levels of radiofrequency radiation exposure in the general
population from sources such as mobile phones being used by oneself or other people, mobile
phone base stations,  and radio and television transmitters.  Measurements that  have been
performed have usually been made as a result of public concern about base station exposures
or other specific sources, and have therefore been made at locations that could be assumed to
have higher fields than would be the case if measurement locations were selected randomly. 
Furthermore, all measurements have been stationary, and there is today no knowledge about
the level of exposure that an individual will have throughout the day.

There  is  need  for  information  about  the  personal  exposure  to  RF  fields  in  the  general
population, to enhance the understanding of the relative importance of exposure from base
stations close to the home, from radio and television transmitters, and from the use of mobile
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phones . . .  Studies with personal RF exposure measurements of randomly selected samples
of the general population are strongly encouraged.

[back] 48.  Released January 11, 2005, Mobile Phones and Health 2004: Report by the Board of

NRPB  Documents  of  the  NRPB:  Volume  15,  No.  5.  See: 
http://www.nrpb.org/publications/documents_of_nrpb/abstracts/absd15-5.htm

From the Executive Summary:

The Board notes that a central recommendation in the Stewart Report was that a precautionary approach to the
use of mobile phone technologies be adopted until much more detailed and scientifically robust information on any
health effects becomes available.

The Board considers that it is important to understand the signal characteristics and field strengths arising from
new  telecommunications  systems  and  related  technologies,  to  assess  the  RF  exposure  of  people,  and  to
understand the potential biological effects on the human body.

[back]  49.  The  ICNIRP  exposure  guidelines  are  only  designed  to  protect  against  "known
adverse health  impacts,"  according to  Dr.  Jürgen Bernhardt,  ICNIRP's  chairman.  Bernhardt
reviewed the updated limits, which cover the spectrum from 1 Hz to 300 GHz, in a presentation
at the 20th Annual Meeting of the Bioelectromagnetics Society in St. Pete Beach, FL, on June
10. The limits protect against "short-term, immediate health effects" such as nerve stimulation,
contact shocks and thermal insults, according to the guidelines, which appear in the April issue
of Health Physics (74, pp.494-522, 1998). Despite "suggestive" evidence that power frequency
magnetic fields can be carcinogenic, ICNIRP has concluded that this and other non-thermal
health effects have not been "established." ICNIRP has long followed this approach to standard-
setting.  In  his  talk,  Bernhardt  noted that  the guidelines  include "no consideration regarding
prudent avoidance" for health effects for which evidence is less than conclusive. 

Microwave News, July/August 1998

Additional References and Studies

The following references reporting biological effects of radiofrequency radiation (RFR) at low intensities through
January 2005 were compiled on 12/27/04 by Henry C. Lai PhD, Research Professor of Bioengineering, University
of Washington, Seattle, WA

Balode Sci Total Environ 180(1):81-85, 1996 - blood cells from cows from a farm close and in
front of a radar installation showed significantly higher level of severe genetic damage.

Boscol  et  al.  Sci  Total  Environ 273(1-3):1-10, 2001 -  RFR from radio transmission stations
(0.005 mW/cm2) affects immune system in women.

Chiang  et  al.  J.  Bioelectricity 8:127-131,  1989  -  people  who  lived  and  worked  near  radio
antennae and radar installations showed deficits in psychological and short-term memory tests.

de Pomerai et al. Nature 405:417-418, 2000. Enzyme Microbial Tech 30:73-79, 2002 - reported
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an increase in a molecular stress response in cells after exposure to a RFR at a SAR of 0.001
W/kg. This stress response is a basic biological process that is present in almost all animals -
including humans.

de Pomerai et al. (FEBS Lett  22;543(1-3):93-97, 2003 - RFR damages proteins at 0.015-0.020
W/kg.

D'Inzeo et al. Bioelectromagnetics 9(4):363-372, 1988 - very low intensity RFR  (0.002 – 0.004
mW/cm2) affects the operation of acetylcholine-related ion-channels in cells. These channels
play important roles in physiological and behavioral functions.

Dolk et al. Am J Epidemiol 145(1):1-91997- a significant increase in adult leukemias was found
in residents who lived near the Sutton Coldfield television (TV) and frequency modulation (FM)
radio transmitter in England.

Dutta et al.Bioelectromagnetics 10(2):197-202 1989 - reported an increase in calcium efflux in
cells  after  exposure to RFR at  0.005 W/kg.  Calcium is  an important  component  of  normal
cellular functions. 

Fesenko  et  al.  Bioelectrochem  Bioenerg 49(1):29-35,  1999  -  reported  a  change  in
immunological functions in mice after exposure to RFR at a power density of 0.001 mW/cm2.

Hallberg  O,  Johansson  O,  (  2004)  concluded  that  continuous  disturbance  of  cell  repair
mechanisms by body-resonant FM electromagnetic fields seems to amplify the carcinogenic
effects resulting from cell damage caused e.g. by UV-radiation.

Hjollund et al. Reprod Toxicol 11(6):897,  1997 - sperm counts of Danish military personnel, who
operated  mobile  ground-to-air  missile  units  that  use  several  RFR  emitting  radar  systems
(maximal mean exposure 0.01 mW/cm2), were significantly lower compared to references.

Hocking et  al.  Med J Aust  165(11-12):601-605,  1996 -  an association was found between
increased childhood leukemia incidence and mortality and proximity to TV towers.

Ivaschuk et al. Bioelectromagnetics 18(3):223-229, 1999 - short-term exposure to cellular phone
RFR of very low SAR (26 mW/kg) affected a gene related to cancer.

Kolodynski  and Kolodynska,  Sci Total Environ 180(1):87-93, 1996 - school children who lived
in front of a radio station had less developed memory and attention, their reaction time was
slower, and their neuromuscular apparatus endurance was decreased.

Kwee et al.  Electro- and Magnetobiology  20: 141-152, 2001 - 20 minutes of cell phone RFR
exposure at 0.0021 W/kg increased stress protein in human cells.



Lebedeva  et  al.  Crit  Rev  Biomed  Eng 28(1-2):323-337,  2000  -  brain  wave  activation  was
observed in human subjects exposed to cellular phone RFR at 0.06 mW/cm2.

Magras  and  Xenos   Bioelectromagnetics 18(6):455-461,  1999  -  reported  a  decrease  in
reproductive  function  in  mice  exposed  to  RFR at  power  densities  of  0.000168  -  0.001053
mW/cm2.  Irreversible sterility was found in the fifth generation of offspring.

Mann et al. Neuroendocrinology 67(2):139-144, 1998 - a transient increase in blood cortisol was
observed in human subjects exposed to cellular phone RFR at 0.02 mW/cm2.  Cortisol  is a
hormone involved in stress reaction.

Marinelli et al. J Cell Physiol. 198(2):324-332, 2004 - exposure to 900-MHz RFR at 0.0035 W/kg
affected cell’s self-defense responses.

Michelozzi et al.  Epidemiology 9 (Suppl) 354p, 1998 - leukemia mortality within 3.5 km (5,863
inhabitants) near a high power radio-transmitter in a peripheral area of Rome was higher than
expected.

Michelozzi et al.  Am J Epidemiol 155(12):1096-1103, 2002 - childhood leukemia higher at a
distance up to 6 km from a radio station.

Navakatikian and Tomashevskaya “Biological Effects of Electric and Magnetic Fields, Volume
1,"  D.O.  Carpenter  (ed)  Academic  Press,  San Diego,  CA,  pp.333-342.  1994 -  RFR at  low
intensities (0.01 - 0.1 mW/cm2; 0.0027- 0.027 W/kg) induced behavioral and endocrine changes
in rats. Decreases in blood concentrations of testosterone and insulin were reported.

Novoselova  et  al.  Bioelectrochem  Bioenerg 49(1):37-41,  1999  -low  intensity  RFR  (0.001
mW/cm2) affects functions of the immune system.

Park  et  al.  International  Archives of  Occupational  and Environmental  Health  77(6):387-394,
2004 - higher mortality rates for all cancers and leukemia in some age groups in the area near
the AM radio broadcasting towers.

Persson et al. Wireless Network 3:455-461, 1997 - reported an increase in the permeability of
the blood-brain barrier in mice exposed to RFR at 0.0004 - 0.008 W/kg. The blood-brain barrier
envelops the brain and protects it from toxic substances.

Phillips et  al.  Bioelectrochem. Bioenerg. 45:103-110, 1998 -  reported DNA damage in  cells
exposed to RFR at SAR of 0.0024 - 0.024 W/kg.

Polonga-Moraru et al.  Bioelectrochemistry 56(1-2):223-225,  2002 -  change in membrane of
cells in the retina (eye) after exposure to RFR at 15 µW/cm2.



Pyrpasopoulou  et  al.  Bioelectromagnetics  25(3):216-227,  2004  -  exposure  to  cell  phone
radiation during early gestation at SAR of 0.0005 W/kg (5 µW/cm2) affected kidney development
in rats.

Salford et al. Environ Health Persp Online January 29, 2003 - Nerve cell damage in mammalian
brain after exposure to microwaves from GSM mobile phones signal at 0.02 W/kg.

Santini et al.  Pathol Biol (Paris) 50(6):369-373, 2002 - increase in complaint frequencies for
tiredness,  headache,  sleep  disturbance,  discomfort,  irritability,  depression,  loss  of  memory,
dizziness, libido decrease, in people who lived within 300 m of mobile phone base stations.

Sarimov et al.  IEEE Trans Plasma Sci 32:1600-1608, 2004 - GSM microwaves affect human
lymphocyte chromatin similar to stress response at 0.0054 W/kg.

Schwartz  et  al.  Bioelectromagnetics 11(4):349-358, 1990  -  calcium movement  in  the  heart
affected by RFR at SAR of 0.00015 W/kg. Calcium is important in muscle contraction. Changes
in calcium can affect heart functions.

Somosy et al. Scanning Microsc 5(4):1145-1155, 1991 - RFR at 0.024 W/kg caused molecular
and structural changes in cells of mouse embryos.

Stagg et al.  Bioelectromagnetics 18(3):230-236, 1997- glioma cells exposed to cellular phone
RFR at 0.0059 W/kg showed significant increases in thymidine incorporation, which may be an
indication of an increase in cell division.

Stark  et  al.  J  Pineal  Res 22(4):171-176, 1997  -  a  two-  to  seven-fold  increase  of  salivary
melatonin concentration was observed in dairy cattle exposed to RFR from a radio transmitter
antenna.

Tattersall et al.  Brain Res 904(1):43-53, 2001 - low-intensity RFR (0.0016 - 0.0044 W/kg) can
modulate the function of a part of the brain called the hippocampus, in the absence of gross
thermal effects. The changes in excitability may be consistent with reported behavioral effects of
RFR, since the hippocampus is involved in learning and memory. 

Vangelova et al.  Cent Eur J Public Health 10(1-2):24-28, 2002 - operators of satellite station
exposed to low dose (0.1127 J/kg) of RFR over a 24-hr shift showed an increased excretion of
stress hormones.

Velizarov et  al.  Bioelectrochem Bioenerg 48(1):177-180, 1999 -  showed a  decrease in  cell
proliferation (division) after exposure to RFR of 0.000021 - 0.0021 W/kg.

Veyret et al. Bioelectromagnetics 12(1):47-56, 1991 - low intensity RFR at SAR of 0.015 W/kg



affects functions of the immune system.

Wolke  et  al.  Bioelectromagnetics  17(2):144-153, 1996 -  RFR at  0.001W/kg affects  calcium
concentration in heart muscle cells of guinea pigs.



To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15, 2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission wiIImake a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years arid older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project #15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely

impact a community neighborhood.
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To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,20 i6. at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, l3830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by ]9-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project # 15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely

impact a community neighborhood.

I Number of Signatures for
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To:  Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15, 2016, at 6:00 PM at 
Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project  is on the back side of this petition.
On Wednesday, June 15, 2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote 
regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a 
“monopalm,”with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street
with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site.  Verizon has submitted 
information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.
Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)
We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to  
Decline the Verizon Project #15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely 
impact a community neighborhood . 

Name Signature

Address
                                                                                   
Name Signature

Address 

Name Signature

Address

Name Signature

Address 

Name Signature

Address 

Name Signature

Address 

Name Signature

Address 

Name Signature

Address

Name Signature

Address 

Name Signature

Address 

Name Signature

Address 

Number of Signatures for 
Page



 

Number of Signatures for 
Page



1----'
i
I
I

To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project # 15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely

impact a community neighborhood .
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To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project # 15-1662, and request that Verizon fi d a location that is not going to adversely

impact a community neighborhood . '
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To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project #15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely

impact a community neighborhood .

Signature
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To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a .

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north ofthe project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project #15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely

impact a community neighborhood
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To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, l3830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site, Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project #15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely
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To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15, 2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission wiIImake a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years arid older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project #15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely

impact a community neighborhood.
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To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project #15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely -

impact a community neighborhood .
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To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access~asement on the adjacent parcel to the north ofthe project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project #15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely

impact a community neighborhood.
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To: Eastvale City Planning Commission, at their regular Meeting on Wednesday June 15,20 i6. at 6:00 PM at

Rosa Parks Elementary School, l3830 Whispering Hills Drive, Eastvale, California 92880

Summary Background: The Background for Project is on the back side of this petition.

On Wednesday, June 15,2016, at 6:00 PM the City of Eastvale Planning Commission will make a vote

regarding the installation of a new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a

"monopalm,"with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by ]9-foot lease area at 8306 Grapewin Street

with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the project site. Verizon has submitted

information that was incorrect and apparently intended to mislead the Citizens and Planning Commission.

Petition: (please only have signatures from 18 years and older)

We, the undersigned residents of the City of Eastvale, call on the Eastvale City Planning Commission to

Decline the Verizon Project # 15-1662, and request that Verizon find a location that is not going to adversely

impact a community neighborhood.

I Number of Signatures for

Page



Signatures

Name Location Date

Sean McMullin , United States 2016-06-07

Lisa Yee Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-07

Will McMullin Chino, CA, United States 2016-06-07

MIchael Sweet Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-07

Heidi McMullin Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-07

Diana Sweet Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-07

Christopher Bodnar Jurupa Valley, CA, United States 2016-06-07

Clinton Yee Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-08

michelle chen chen Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Tyler Okamoto Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Melissa Webb Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Jeff Stodgel Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Antoinette Johnson Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Natalie Tatum Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Krystal Pruitt Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Gisela Avila Mira Loma, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Santiago Cadena Harambe, Turkey 2016-06-08

Andrea Watson Jurupa Valley, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Faith Kim Eastvale, CA, United States 2016-06-08

Matthew Sage Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Courtney Hundley Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Allen Jolley Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Ryan Marquis Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Nina Ayala Jurupa Valley, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Tony Potter Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Kevin Tolley Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

John Baxter Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Linda Armes Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Daniel Williamson Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Kirk Cardon Jurupa Valley, CA, United States 2016-06-09



Name Location Date

Jason Goettsche Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Matt Halterman Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Robert Price Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Ashli Caldwell Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Bradley Caldwell Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Amber Sage Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Sean Morse Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Matt Clark Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-09

Larry Westover Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-10

Rebecca Williamson Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-10

Shauna Warrick Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-10

Forbert Candiff Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-11

Carlos Cervante Fontana, CA, United States 2016-06-11

Suzanne Mason Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-11

Ashley Cardenas Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-11

Maria Camarillo Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-11

Lisa Bingham Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-12

Robert Hundley Corona, CA, United States 2016-06-12



Comments

Name Location Date Comment

MIchael Sweet Corona, CA 2016-06-07 Though this is on the opposite side of the city from where I live, I don't believe

cell phone towers should be placed so close to residences.  Please find a park,

commercial, or industrial area to place towers.

Natalie Tatum Corona, CA 2016-06-08 No more radiation!!!

Matt Sage Corona, CA 2016-06-09 There are enough commercial sites available that a residential home should

not be used.

Linda Armes Corona, CA 2016-06-09 Cell towers should not be placed so close to family residences.   It would be an

eyesore also to the view  of the river..

Bradley Caldwell Corona, CA 2016-06-09 Commercial equipment should be installed on commercial property, NOT

private property.

Forbert Candiff Corona, CA 2016-06-11 Having a tower placed on personal property  near families that will have to be

subjected to constant RF energy is unconscionable.

Carlos Cervante Fontana, CA 2016-06-11 I want to

Maria Camarillo Corona, CA 2016-06-11 I dislike the idea
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Kanika Kith

From: Courtney Standridge <Courtney.Standridge@sacw.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 10:35 AM

Cc: Collier, Jane M; Kanika Kith

Subject: FW: Verizon facility at 8306 Grapewin Street; Minor Development Plan No. 15-1662 

Attachments: Grapewin RF Report 05122016.pdf

To whom it may concern,  

 

Please see the additional information below and attached materials pertaining to the RF Study conducted for Minor 

Development Plan No. 15-1662 (Verizon Monopalm, Site Name: Grapewin).  

 

Thank you,  

 

Courtney Standridge 

SAC Wireless 

 

 

From: Kevin Sullivan [mailto:ksullivan@sanlawyers.com]  

Sent: Monday, May 16, 2016 10:46 AM 

To: JCavanaugh@EastvaleCA.gov 

Cc: MWeintraub@EastvaleCA.gov; RGomez@EastvaleCA.gov 

Subject: Verizon facility at 8306 Grapewin Street; Minor Development Plan No. 15-1662  

 

Good morning John –  
 
I left a message with your office this morning.  I’m outside counsel for Verizon Wireless on its proposed facility 
at 8306 Grapewin Street in Eastvale, Minor Development Plan No. 15-1662.  The project is on the City 
Planning Commission Agenda for consideration this Wednesday, May 18.   
 
I understand that some public opposition to the project is centered on radio frequency (RF) health safety 
concerns.  Based on that, this message provides additional information and materials to the City about the 
health safety of Verizon’s proposed Grapewin facility.  Given the demonstrated safety of the facility, RF 
concerns cannot be used in the permitting decisions about the site.  (47 U.S.C. Section 332(c)(7)(B)(iv)). 
 
The materials and information are: 
 

1. RF Safety Report for the Site . 
 
Attached is the May 12, 2016 RF Safety Report for the site prepared by engineers at Hammett & Edison, 
Inc.  The Report explains that the site fully complies with the FCC regulations about health safety.   
 
Even using very conservative “worst case” assumptions, RF levels on the ground near the facility are 
93.5% below or under the FCC health safety standard (exposure limit), and RF levels at a 2nd story 
elevation of any nearby residence (the nearest of which was presumed in the Report to be at least 110 feet 
away, even though the City Staff Report confirms that the nearest residence is about 288 feet away) is 
97% below or under the FCC health safety standard.  (Report, pages 2-3).   
 

 
2. Verizon’s Facility Complies With All Health Safe ty Regulations And Is Safe. 
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Verizon’s Facility is required to comply, and will comply, with all laws and regulations on health 
safety.  General Compliance Item No. 1 in the proposed permit requires Verizon’s facility to comply with all FCC 
regulations about health safety.    

 
In addition, the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) and other organizations have determined, 

based on a consensus review of many scientific studies, that telecommunications service base stations (antenna 
sites) are safe.  Information about the health safety of such facilities includes: 

 
• American Cancer Society - 

http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancercauses/othercarcinogens/athome/cellular-phone-towers (“Public 
exposure to radio waves from cell phone tower antennas is slight for several reasons. The power levels 
are relatively low, the antennas are mounted high above ground level, and the signals are transmitted 
intermittently, rather than constantly.  At ground level near typical cellular base stations, the amount of 
RF energy is thousands of times less than the limits for safe exposure set by the US Federal 
Communication Commission (FCC) and other regulatory authorities. It is very unlikely that a person 
could be exposed to RF levels in excess of these limits just by being near a cell phone tower.”) 

• FCC Radio Frequency Safety -  
http://www.fcc.gov/general/radio-frequency-safety-0 and  https://www.fcc.gov/engineering-
technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radio-frequency-safety/faq/rf-safety#Q15 (“The RF 
emissions from cellular or PCS base station antennas are generally directed toward the horizon in a 
relatively narrow pattern in the vertical plane.  In the case of sector (panel) antennas, the pattern is fan-
shaped, like a wedge cut from a pie.  As with all forms of electromagnetic energy, the power density 
from the antenna decreases rapidly as one moves away from the antenna. Consequently, ground-level 
exposures are much less than exposures if one were at the same height and directly in front of the 
antenna.”) 
 

• World Health Organization -  
http://www.who.int/peh-emf/about/WhatisEMF/en/index1.html (Telecommunications base stations add 
little to the total ambient radio frequency signals as signal strengths are typically similar to or lower than 
signal strengths from distant radio and TV stations.) 

 
 

3. Verizon’s Facility Is Consistent With National Poli cies To Promote The Development Of Wir eless 
Communications Networks Within The City.  
 
Approval of Verizon’s proposed stealthed Facility is consistent with many laws and policies that promote 

the rapid and broad development of wireless communications networks, including: 
 

• As of 2011, the FCC found that about 70% of all E911 calls originated from wireles s devices , and 
that percentage will continue to increase. (FCC Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau, Wireless 
911 Services Fact Sheet (originally issued Feb. 1, 2011) (updated version found at 
https://transition.fcc.gov/cgb/consumerfacts/wireless911srvc.pdf).  One of the main reasons that many 
people own a wireless phone is the ability to call 911 for help in an emergency.   
 

• A U.S. Department of Health and Human Services report found, as of 2013, that 41% of U.S. homes had 
only wireless telephones, up from 30% in 2010.  (FCC Report and Order No. 14-153 (October 21, 2014) 
page 4, notes 3-4, and http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless201407.pdf).  Further, 
Hispanic adults and African American adults are more likely than other adult groups to be living in homes 
with only wireless telephones.  (http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless201407.pdf, 
pages 2-3 and Table 2).   
 
According to U.S. Census Bureau demographic data linked on the City’s website, the City has a large 
number of Hispanic (40%) and African American (10%) residents.  These City residents are 
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disproportionately and adversely affected by inadequate telecommunications service caused by delays 
in needed network expansion.   
 

• The FCC determined that the volume of consumer data transmissions utilizing carriers’ national mobile 
networks will increase by almost 800% between 2013 and 2018 .  The growing consumer capacity 
demands demonstrate the importance of wireless broadband communications networks to the U.S.’s 
economic growth, global competitiveness, and civic life.  (FCC Report and Order No. 14-153 (October 
21, 2014) page 4, notes 6 and 8, and 
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless201407.pdf). 

 
 
Please include this message and the related information and materials as part of the administrative record for 
Minor Development Plan No. 15-1662.  
  
 
Also, after you review the materials, please call me to discuss the proposed facility.  Thank you.  Kevin 
Sullivan.  619 238-5849. 
_______________________________ 

Kevin P. Sullivan, Partner   
LAND USE AND ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING AND LITIGATION, 
REAL ESTATE  
 
Schwartz Hyde & Sullivan, LLP  
401 "B" Street, Ste. 2400  
San Diego, CA  92101-4200  
619 696-3500 (recpt.)  
619 696-3555 (fax)  

This message is confidential and intended to be sent only to the designated recipient, and may be legally privileged.  If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, then you are notified that any distribution or copying of this message 
is prohibited.  If you have received this message in error, then please re-send this message to the sender and delete the 
original and any copy of it from your computer system.  Thank you 



Verizon Wireless • Proposed Base Station (Site No. “Grapewin”) 
8306 Grapewin Street • Eastvale, California 

L5L6  
Page 1 of 3 

Statement of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers 

The firm of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, has been retained on behalf of Verizon 
Wireless, a personal wireless telecommunications carrier, to evaluate the base station (Site No. 
“Grapewin”) proposed to be located at 8306 Grapewin Street in Eastvale, California, for compliance 
with appropriate guidelines limiting human exposure to radio frequency (“RF”) electromagnetic fields. 

Executive Summary 

Verizon proposes to install directional panel antennas on a tall pole, configured to resemble a 
palm tree, to be sited behind the residence located at 8306 Grapewin Street in Eastvale.  The 
proposed operation will comply with the FCC guidelines limiting public exposure to RF 
energy. 

Prevailing Exposure Standards 

The U.S. Congress requires that the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) evaluate its 
actions for possible significant impact on the environment.  A summary of the FCC’s exposure limits 
is shown in Figure 1.  These limits apply for continuous exposures and are intended to provide a 
prudent margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or health.  The most restrictive 
FCC limit for exposures of unlimited duration to radio frequency energy for several personal wireless 
services are as follows: 

  Wireless Service Frequency Band Occupational Limit Public Limit     
Microwave (Point-to-Point) 5–80 GHz 5.00 mW/cm2 1.00 mW/cm2 
WiFi (and unlicensed uses) 2–6 5.00 1.00 
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2,600 MHz 5.00 1.00 
WCS (Wireless Communication) 2,300 5.00 1.00 
AWS (Advanced Wireless) 2,100 5.00 1.00 
PCS (Personal Communication) 1,950 5.00 1.00 
Cellular 870 2.90 0.58 
SMR (Specialized Mobile Radio) 855 2.85 0.57 
700 MHz 700 2.40 0.48 
[most restrictive frequency range] 30–300 1.00 0.20 

General Facility Requirements 

Base stations typically consist of two distinct parts:  the electronic transceivers (also called “radios” or 
“channels”) that are connected to the traditional wired telephone lines, and the passive antennas that 
send the wireless signals created by the radios out to be received by individual subscriber units.  The 
transceivers are often located at ground level and are connected to the antennas by coaxial cables.  A 
small antenna for reception of GPS signals is also required, mounted with a clear view of the sky.  
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Because of the short wavelength of the frequencies assigned by the FCC for wireless services, the 
antennas require line-of-sight paths for their signals to propagate well and so are installed at some 
height above ground.  The antennas are designed to concentrate their energy toward the horizon, with 
very little energy wasted toward the sky or the ground.  This means that it is generally not possible for 
exposure conditions to approach the maximum permissible exposure limits without being physically 
very near the antennas.   

Computer Modeling Method 

The FCC provides direction for determining compliance in its Office of Engineering and Technology 
Bulletin No. 65, “Evaluating Compliance with FCC-Specified Guidelines for Human Exposure to 
Radio Frequency Radiation,” dated August 1997.  Figure 2 describes the calculation methodologies, 
reflecting the facts that a directional antenna’s radiation pattern is not fully formed at locations very 
close by (the “near-field” effect) and that at greater distances the power level from an energy source 
decreases with the square of the distance from it (the “inverse square law”).  The conservative nature 
of this method for evaluating exposure conditions has been verified by numerous field tests. 

Site and Facility Description 

Based upon information provided by Verizon, including zoning drawings by W-T Communication 
Design Group, LLC, dated March 23, 2016, it is proposed to install twelve Andrew Model SBNHH-
1D65C directional panel antennas on a 48-foot steel pole, configured to resemble a palm tree, to be 
sited in the rear of the fenced area behind the residence located at 8306 Grapewin Street in Eastvale.  
The antennas would employ no downtilt, would be mounted at an effective height of about 40 feet 
above ground, and would be oriented in groups of four toward 110°T, 230°T, and 350°T, to provide 
service in all directions.  The maximum effective radiated power in any direction would be  
10,780 watts, representing simultaneous operation at 4,240 watts for AWS, 3,890 watts for PCS, and 
2,650 watts for 700 MHz service; no operation on cellular frequencies is presently proposed from this 
site.  Also proposed to be located on the same pole is a microwave “dish” antenna, for interconnection 
of this site with others in the Verizon network. 

Study Results 

For a person anywhere at ground, the maximum RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon 
operation, including the contribution of the microwave antenna, is calculated to be 0.063 mW/cm2, 
which is 6.5% of the applicable public exposure limit.  The maximum calculated level at the second-
floor elevation of any nearby residence* is 3.1% of the public exposure limit.  It should be noted that 

                                                             
* Located at least 110 feet away, based on photographs from Google Maps. 
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these results include several “worst-case” assumptions and therefore are expected to overstate actual 
power density levels from the proposed operation.   

No Recommended Mitigation Measures 

Due to their mounting height, the Verizon antennas would not be accessible to unauthorized persons, 
and so no mitigation measures are necessary to comply with the FCC public exposure guidelines.  It is 
presumed that Verizon will, as an FCC licensee, take adequate steps to ensure that its employees or 
contractors receive appropriate training and comply with FCC occupational exposure guidelines 
whenever work is required near the antennas themselves.     

Conclusion 

Based on the information and analysis above, it is the undersigned’s professional opinion that 
operation of the base station proposed by Verizon Wireless at 8306 Grapewin Street in Eastvale, 
California, will comply with the prevailing standards for limiting public exposure to radio frequency 
energy and, therefore, will not for this reason cause a significant impact on the environment.  The 
highest calculated level in publicly accessible areas is much less than the prevailing standards allow 
for exposures of unlimited duration.  This finding is consistent with measurements of actual exposure 
conditions taken at other operating base stations.  

Authorship 

The undersigned author of this statement is a qualified Professional Engineer, holding California 
Registration Nos. E-13026 and M-20676, which expire on June 30, 2017.  This work has been carried 
out under his direction, and all statements are true and correct of his own knowledge except, where 
noted, when data has been supplied by others, which data he believes to be correct. 

  _________________________________ 
 William F. Hammett, P.E. 
 707/996-5200 
May 12, 2016 
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The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”)
to adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have
a significant impact on the environment.  The FCC adopted the limits from Report No. 86, “Biological
Effects and Exposure Criteria for Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields,” published in 1986 by the
Congressionally chartered National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (“NCRP”).
Separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure conditions, with the latter limits generally
five times more restrictive.  The more recent standard, developed by the Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers and approved as American National Standard ANSI/IEEE C95.1-2006, “Safety
Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 kHz to
300 GHz,” includes similar limits. These limits apply for continuous exposures from all sources and
are intended to provide a prudent margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or
health.

As shown in the table and chart below, separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure
conditions, with the latter limits (in italics and/or dashed) up to five times more restrictive:

   Frequency     Electromagnetic Fields (f is frequency of emission in MHz)   
Applicable

Range
(MHz)

Electric
Field Strength

(V/m)

Magnetic
Field Strength

(A/m)

Equivalent Far-Field
Power Density

(mW/cm2)

0.3 – 1.34 614 614 1.63 1.63 100 100
1.34 – 3.0 614 823.8/ f 1.63 2.19/ f 100 180/ f2

3.0 – 30 1842/ f 823.8/ f 4.89/ f 2.19/ f 900/ f2 180/ f2

30 – 300 61.4 27.5 0.163 0.0729 1.0 0.2
300 – 1,500 3.54 f 1.59 f f /106 f /238 f/300 f/1500

1,500 – 100,000 137 61.4 0.364 0.163 5.0 1.0

Higher levels are allowed for short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or
thirty minutes, for occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits, and higher
levels also are allowed for exposures to small areas, such that the spatially averaged levels do not
exceed the limits.  However, neither of these allowances is incorporated in the conservative calculation
formulas in the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65 (August 1997) for
projecting field levels.  Hammett & Edison has built those formulas into a proprietary program that
calculates, at each location on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any
number of individual radio sources.  The program allows for the description of buildings and uneven
terrain, if required to obtain more accurate projections.
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Assessment by Calculation of Compliance with FCC Exposure Guidelines

Methodology
Figure 2

The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) to
adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have a
significant impact on the environment.  The maximum permissible exposure limits adopted by the FCC
(see Figure 1) apply for continuous exposures from all sources and are intended to provide a prudent
margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or health.  Higher levels are allowed for
short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or thirty minutes, for
occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits.

Near Field.  
Prediction methods have been developed for the near field zone of panel (directional) and whip
(omnidirectional) antennas, typical at wireless telecommunications base stations, as well as dish
(aperture) antennas, typically used for microwave links.  The antenna patterns are not fully formed in
the near field at these antennas, and the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65
(August 1997) gives suitable formulas for calculating power density within such zones.

For a panel or whip antenna, power density   S  =  
180
��BW

�
0.1� Pnet
� �D2 � h

,  in mW/cm2,

and for an aperture antenna, maximum power density   Smax  =   
0.1 � 16 � � � Pnet

� � h2 ,  in mW/cm2,

         where �BW =  half-power beamwidth of the antenna, in degrees, and
Pnet =  net power input to the antenna, in watts,

D =  distance from antenna, in meters,
h =  aperture height of the antenna, in meters, and
� =  aperture efficiency (unitless, typically 0.5-0.8).

The factor of 0.1 in the numerators converts to the desired units of power density.  

Far Field.  
OET-65 gives this formula for calculating power density in the far field of an individual RF source:

power density    S  =   
2.56 �1.64 �100 � RFF2 � ERP

4 �� �D2 ,  in mW/cm2,

where ERP =  total ERP (all polarizations), in kilowatts,
RFF =  relative field factor at the direction to the actual point of calculation, and

D =  distance from the center of radiation to the point of calculation, in meters.

The factor of 2.56 accounts for the increase in power density due to ground reflection, assuming a
reflection coefficient of 1.6 (1.6 x 1.6 = 2.56).  The factor of 1.64 is the gain of a half-wave dipole
relative to an isotropic radiator.  The factor of 100 in the numerator converts to the desired units of
power density.  This formula has been built into a proprietary program that calculates, at each location
on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any number of individual
radiation sources.  The program also allows for the description of uneven terrain in the vicinity, to
obtain more accurate projections.



Defining RSRP Level
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RSRP(Radio Signal Receive Power) level of > -85 is considered good coverage. Users in this signal range can 
expect reliable coverage while on the streets and within their homes. As the amount of users without landlines 
increases, customers are using their mobile device as their home phone. It is important to have reliable cellular 
coverage in-building for improved user experience as well as access to emergency services.

RSRP(Radio Signal Receive Power) level of -85 to -95 would be considered moderate coverage.   If a user has a 
signal within this range they are able to reliably hold a network connection on the street level while mobile, this 
signal strength is strong enough to provide users service through the attenuation from their vehicle. Coverage will 
be weaker in-building and may not be as reliable as the in-vehicle service. Attenuation  is the reduction of radio 
signal strength after passing through a material. In contrast, a home is much larger; users in the center of the 
home , garage , basement will not have the same service reliability due to further attenuation created by the 
structure. Even users near the window may have poor signal depending on the location of the cell site. If the site 
is facing the north-west corner of the home and a user is near the south-east window, then the signal is being 
attenuated by multiple walls of the home before reaching the user. 

RSRP(Radio Signal Receive Power) level of -95 to -105 would be considered marginal coverage. The signal is 
weak, but a user can hold a connection to the network at this signal range if outdoors. Users at the highest end of 
this signal range may even be able to hold a network connection in their vehicle in some very unique scenarios 
where terrain / dense foliage / multi-level homes or buildings are not an issue. In-building coverage is typically 
extremely weak to non-existent.  Issues covered in the -105 and lower signal range are also experienced at this 
level.

RSRP(Radio Signal Receive Power) level of -105 to -110 is the lowest  possible signal range allowable to connect 
to the network if the user can connect at all. When a connection is this fragile not only will the user experience 
very slow data speeds, but the slightest level of additional attenuation will cause a connection drop / failure. 
Customer experience suffers in a poor signal area as well as the network as a whole. Data speeds slow in low 
coverage areas because the cell site has difficulty communicating to the mobile to transmit information which 
causes the site to send redundant packages over and over again until the mobile has all the packets necessary to 
fulfil a typical user request such as loading a map or web page. 



Coverage Gap vs Capacity
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There are two main drivers that prompt the need for a new cell site.  One is 
coverage and the other is capacity. 

Coverage is the need to expand wireless
service into an area that either has no
service or bad service. The request for
service often comes from customers or
emergency personnel. Expansion of
service could mean improving the signal
levels in a large apartment complex or
new residential community. It could also
mean providing new service along a
newly built highway.

Capacity is the need for more wireless
resources. Cell sites have a limited amount
of resources to handle voice calls, data
connections, and data volume. When these
limits are reached, user experience quickly
degrades. This could mean customers may
no longer be able to make/receive calls nor
be able to browse the internet. It could
also mean that webpages will be very slow
to download.

The proposed wireless facility “Grapewin” is needed to offload existing wireless facilities 
such as Kimballl,Selby which is exhausted.  It is also needed to provide new coverage to 
surrounding areas previously underserved, as well as improve the network coverage along 
Grapewin, Archibald Ave.



 

Dear City Councils, 
 
 This letter is in reference to the proposed VZW telecommunications facility 
named “Grapewin.”  Verizon Wireless has identified a deficiency in its wireless services 
along Grapewin Street, Archibald Ave, and surrounding residential neighborhoods.  The 
deficiency in service was based on modeled propagation maps and traffic data from 
neighboring sites.  Signal from the neighboring sites such as Kimball and Selby do not 
provide adequate or reliable coverage to Grapewin Street, Archibald Ave, and 
surrounding residential neighborhoods.  The poor signal quality that serves this area 
degrades the user experience by providing slow data speeds, unreliable network access 
and frequent connection drops.  The Verizon Wireless “Grapewin” project was 
strategically placed to resolve the coverage deficiencies and improve network reliability 
to the Verizon Wireless customers in the area.   
 

Figure 1 – Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2 – Existing Coverage 
 

 
 

Figure 3 – Proposed Coverage 
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Capacity 
 In addition to the unreliability and poor performance observed by the users in 
weak/poor signal conditions, it also puts a stress on the effective capacity of the 
surrounding sites.  When a cell site serves a mobile/device in poor coverage conditions, it 
must use up more time and spectrum resources in order to try and deliver the user content 
reliably.  This uses up the limited physical resources quickly and can deprive other users 
connected to the site form gaining access to those resources impacting user experience 
for all customers in the area.  Currently, Verizon Wireless has modified its adjacent 
facilities in an effort to maximize the available capacity; however, increased demand for 
voice and data services has already outstripped the capacity of adjacent sites such as 
“Kimball” and “Selby”.  The current “Grapewin” candidate was the only viable solution 
to provide the required signal level and quality to effectively offload the neighboring 
sites.  Achieving capacity exhaustion severely compromises the Verizon Wireless 
network, leading to failed call attempts, dropped calls, poor quality and slow data speeds 
(the “Capacity Gap”).   
 
Summary 
 As an RF Engineer with over 20  years of experience, I have spent over 20 years 
working in the LA  market where I designed and analyzed siting considerations for over 
200 telecommunications facility sites After analyzing the traffic & performance data, 
coverage plots and local knowledge of the area, it is my professional judgment that the 
current location and design of the “Grapewin” project is vital for improving the network 
reliability service and performance to Monroe St, Monticello, California Ave, and the 
surrounding residential areas.     
 
Regards, 
Carlos Herrera 
Senior RF Design Engineer 
Verizon 
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Cellular Phone Towers 
Cellular (cell) phones first became widely available in the United States in the 1990s, but since then their use has increased 
dramatically. The widespread use of cell phones has led to cell phone towers being placed in many communities. These 
towers, also called base stations, have electronic equipment and antennas that receive and transmit radiofrequency (RF) 
signals. 

How do cellular phone towers work?
Cell phone base stations may be free-standing towers or mounted on existing structures, such as trees, water tanks, or tall 
buildings. The antennas need to be high enough to adequately cover the area. Base stations are usually from 50-200 feet 
high. 

Cell phones communicate with nearby cell towers mainly through radiofrequency (RF) waves, a form of energy in the 
electromagnetic spectrum between FM radio waves and microwaves. Like FM radio waves, microwaves, visible light, and 
heat, they are forms of non-ionizing radiation. This means they cannot cause cancer by directly damaging DNA. RF waves 
are different from stronger types of radiation such as x-rays, gamma rays, and ultraviolet (UV) light, which can break the 
chemical bonds in DNA. 

At very high levels, RF waves can heat up body tissues. (This is the basis for how microwave ovens work.) But the levels of 
energy used by cell phones and towers are much lower.

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

How are people exposed to the energy from cellular phone towers?
As people use cell phones to make calls, signals are transmitted back and forth to the base station. The RF waves produced 
at the base station are given off into the environment, where people can be exposed to them. 

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

Public exposure to radio waves from cell phone tower antennas is slight for several reasons. The power levels are relatively 
low, the antennas are mounted high above ground level, and the signals are transmitted intermittently, rather than constantly.

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

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

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

1-800-227-2345 www.cancer.org

Page 1 of 5Cellular Phone Towers :: Print Preview

6/29/2015http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancercauses/othercarcinogens/athome/cellular-phone-towers



Do cellular phone towers cause cancer?
Some people have expressed concern that living, working, or going to school near a cell phone tower might increase the risk 
of cancer or other health problems. At this time, there is very little evidence to support this idea. In theory, there are some 
important points that would argue against cellular phone towers being able to cause cancer. 

First, the energy level of radiofrequency (RF) waves is relatively low, especially when compared with the types of radiation 
that are known to increase cancer risk, such as gamma rays, x-rays, and ultraviolet (UV) light. The energy of RF waves given 
off by cell phone towers is not enough to break chemical bonds in DNA molecules, which is how these stronger forms of 
radiation may lead to cancer. 

A second issue has to do with wavelength. RF waves have long wavelengths, which can only be concentrated to about an 
inch or two in size. This makes it unlikely that the energy from RF waves could be concentrated enough to affect individual 
cells in the body. 

Third, even if RF waves were somehow able to affect cells in the body at higher doses, the level of RF waves present at 
ground level is very low – well below the recommended limits. Levels of energy from RF waves near cell phone towers are 
not significantly different from the background levels of RF radiation in urban areas from other sources, such as radio and 
television broadcast stations.

For these reasons, most scientists agree that cell phone antennas or towers are unlikely to cause cancer.

Studies in people
Very few human studies have focused specifically on cellular phone towers and cancer risk. 

In one large study, British researchers compared a group of more than 1,000 families of young children with cancer against a 
similar group of families of children without cancer. They found no link between a mother’s exposure to the towers during 
pregnancy (based on the distance from the home to the nearest tower and on the amount of energy given off by nearby 
towers) and the risk of early childhood cancer.

In another study, researchers compared a group of more than 2,600 children with cancer to a group of similar children without 
cancer. They found that those who lived in a town that could have exposed them to higher than average RF radiation from 
cellular phone towers in the previous 5 years had a slightly higher risk of cancer, although not of any certain type of cancer 
(like leukemia or brain tumors). This study estimated the children’s possible exposure based on the number of towers in their 
town and how strong the signals were from the towers. It did not look at actual exposure of any individual child based on how 
far their home or school was from a tower. This limitation reduces confidence in the results of the study. 

One study looked for signs of DNA and cell damage in blood cells as a possible indicator of cancer-causing potential. They 
found that the damage was no worse in people who lived near a cell phone tower as compared with those didn’t.

The amount of exposure from living near a cell phone tower is typically many times lower than the exposure from using a cell 
phone. About 30 studies have looked at possible links between cell phone use and tumors in people. Most studies to date 
have not found a link between cell phone use and the development of tumors, although these studies have had some 
important limitations. This is an area of active research. For more information, see the document, Cellular Phones.

Studies done in the lab
Laboratory studies have looked at whether the types of RF waves used in cell phone communication can cause DNA 
damage. Most of these studies have supported the idea that the RF waves given off by cell phones and towers don't have 
enough energy to damage DNA directly.

Some scientists have reported that the RF waves may produce other effects in human cells (in lab dishes) that might possibly 
help tumors grow. However, these studies have not been verified, and these effects weren’t seen in a study that looked at the 
blood cells from people living near a cellular phone tower. 

Several studies in rats and mice have looked at whether RF energy might promote the development of tumors caused by 
other known carcinogens (cancer-causing agents). These studies did not find evidence of tumor promotion. Research in this 
area continues. 

What expert agencies say

About cell phone towers
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The 3 expert agencies that usually classify cancer-causing exposures (carcinogens) – the International Agency for Research 
on Cancer (IARC), the National Toxicology Program (NTP), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) – have not 
classified cell phone towers as to their cancer-causing potential. 

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

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

About RF radiation

Some of the agencies that classify cancer-causing exposures have, however, made statements about radiofrequency 
radiation.

The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has classified RF fields as “possibly carcinogenic to humans,” 
based on limited evidence of a possible increase in risk for brain tumors among cell phone users, and inadequate evidence 
for other types of cancer. (For more information on the IARC classification system, see our document, Known and Probable 
Human Carcinogens.) IARC also noted that exposure to the brain from RF fields from cell phone base stations (mounted on 
roofs or towers) is less than 1/100th the exposure to the brain from mobile devices such as cell phones. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) states:

“At very high levels, RF energy is dangerous. It can heat the body's tissues rapidly. However, such high levels are found only 
near certain equipment, such as powerful long-distance transmitters. Cellphones and wireless networks produce RF, but not 
at levels that cause significant heating. In addition, RF energy decreases quickly over distance. At ground level, exposure to 
RF from sources like cellphone towers is usually very low. 

Some people are concerned about potential health effects, especially on the developing brains and bodies of children. Some 
studies suggest that heavy long-term use of cellphones could have health effects. Other studies don't find any health effects 
from cellphone use. Long-term studies on animals exposed to the RF found in wireless networks (Wi-Fi) have, so far, found 
no health effects. Scientists continue to study the effects of long-term exposure to low levels of RF.” 

Can I limit my exposure?
Cell phone towers are not known to cause any health effects. But if you are concerned about possible exposure from a cell 
phone tower near your home or office, you can ask a government agency or private firm to measure the RF field strength 
near the tower (where a person could be exposed) to ensure that it is within the acceptable range. 

What should I do if I’ve been exposed to cellular phone towers?
There is no test to measure whether you have been exposed to RF radiation from cellular phone towers. But as noted above, 
most researchers and regulatory authorities do not believe that cell phone towers pose health risks under ordinary conditions. 
If you have additional health concerns, you might want to talk with your doctor.

Additional resources
More information from your American Cancer Society
The following related information may also be helpful to you. These materials may be viewed on our Web site or ordered from 
our toll-free number, at 1-800-227-2345.

Cellular Phones

Does This Cause Cancer?

Known and Probable Human Carcinogens

Microwaves, Radio Waves, and Other Types of Radiofrequency Radiation

National organizations and Web sites*
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In addition to the American Cancer Society, other sources of information and support include:

Environmental Protection Agency
Home page: www.epa.gov
Understanding radiation: www.epa.gov/radiation/understanding-radiation-overview.html

Federal Communications Commission 
RF Safety Program, Office of Engineering and Technology
Web site: www.fcc.gov/oet/rfsafety

Food and Drug Administration
Home page: www.fda.gov
Radiation-emitting products: Cell phones: www.fda.gov/Radiation-
EmittingProducts/RadiationEmittingProductsandProcedures/HomeBusinessandEntertainment/CellPhones/default.htm

National Cancer Institute
Toll-free number: 1-800-422-6237 (1-800-4-CANCER)
Home page: www.cancer.gov
Cellular telephone use and cancer risk: www.cancer.gov/cancertopics/factsheet/Risk/cellphones

National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences
Home page: www.niehs.nih.gov
Electric and magnetic fields: www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/emf/index.cfm

World Health Organization
Electromagnetic fields and public health: base stations and wireless technologies
Web site: www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs304/en/index.html

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

No matter who you are, we can help. Contact us anytime, day or night, for information and support. Call us at 1-800-227-2345 
or visit www.cancer.org.
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Health and 
Food Safety

Does electromagnetic field exposure endanger health?
New SCENIHR opinion examines latest data 

on health impact of latest technologies

  W H A T  A R E 
E L E C T R O M A G -
NETIC FIELDS?

An electromag-
netic field (EMF) 
is a physical field 
produced by sta-
tionary, spinning 
or moving elec-
trically charged 
particles. EMF 
is not a recent 

phenomenon of our cell 
phone and computer culture: electric and 

magnetic fields exist in nature. Although they 
are invisible, you can see proof of their exist-
ence in a bolt of lightning and the spinning of 
a compass needle. EMF is also a by-product of 
electric devices and new technologies. It is the 
omnipresence of these new technologies (in-
cluding laptops, cell phones, induction cooktops 
and Wi-Fi) that has raised concerns about how 
EMF exposure might impact our health.

 ARE THERE DIFFERENT TYPES OF EMF?

The term EMF generally refers to electromagnetic 
frequencies lower than that of visible light, 
which are the focus of this fact sheet. The 
entire electromagnetic spectrum, however, 
ranges from extremely low frequencies (like 
electric power) to higher frequencies (like 
microwaves, optical frequencies and, even 
higher, x-rays). The frequency is related to the 
wavelength: the shorter the wavelength, the 
higher the frequency. 

 IS EMF EXPOSURE DANGEROUS FOR 
YOUR HEALTH?

The results of current scientific research show 
that there are no evident adverse health effects 
if exposure remains below the levels set by 
current standards. 

Some studies suggested an association of EMF 
produced by mobile phones with an increased 
risk of cancer of the auditory vestibular 
(acoustic) nerve and of brain tumours. However, 
other studies did not confirm this association 
and one finding in particular suggests precaution 
on the interpretation of this association: the 
rates of incidence of the corresponding tumours 
have not increased since the introduction of cell 
phones. 

Previous studies also suggested an association 
of EMF with an increased risk of Alzheimer’s 
disease. New studies on that subject did not 
confirm this link. 

Epidemiological studies link exposure to 
Extremely Low Frequency (ELF) fields, from 
long-term living in close proximity to power 
lines for example, to a higher rate of childhood 
leukaemia, which is a rare blood cancer. This 
correlation has neither been explained nor 
supported by animal and cellular studies. So 
far, research findings were not able to find  
a possible mechanism to explain this association. 
More research is needed to confirm or exclude  
a possible causal association.

 CAN SOME PEOPLE BE ESPECIALLY 
SENSITIVE TO EMF?

Some people attribute symptoms such as 
headache, sleep disturbance and fatigue to 
EMF exposure. While their health concerns 
are valid, there is for the moment no conclusive 
scientific evidence that any of their symptoms 
are caused by exposure to EMF. 

 IS EXPOSURE TO EMF CONTINUALLY 
INCREASING?

Not necessarily. While the number of sources is 
increasing, new telephones, appliances and other 
EMF sources can emit much lower levels of EMFs 
than earlier models. This could mean that the 
amount of exposure could actually be decreasing. 

However, it is evident that overall exposure 
depends on one’s lifestyle and location.

  W H AT  I S  T H E  S C I E N T I F I C 
COMMITTEES’ VIEW IN SUMMARY?

The Scientific Committees do not conduct 
scientific research, but review all relevant 
scientific data, carrying out metadata 
analyses to put forth an opinion on 
various topics pertaining to public health. 
Thorough examination of all pertinent, 
recent data has not produced any 
conclusive evidence about EMF being 
dangerous, which is reassuring. However, 
further research should be conducted, 
particularly as pertains to very long-term 
exposure and potential risks of exposure 
to multiple sources. 

This opinion is available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/health/scientific_
committees/emerging/opinions/
index_en.htm

This fact sheet is based on the 
o p i n i o n  o f  t h e  i n d e p e n d e n t 
Scientific Committee on Emerging 
a n d  N e w l y  I d e n t i f i e d  H e a l t h 
Risks (SCENIHR): «Potential health 
effects of exposure to electromagnetic 
fields (EMF)».  March, 2015

http://ec.europa.eu/health/scientific_committees/emerging/opinions/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/health/scientific_committees/emerging/opinions/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/health/scientific_committees/emerging/opinions/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/health/scientific_committees/emerging/opinions/index_en.htm
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Overview 

Preliminary results from the July–
December 2014 National Health Interview 
Survey (NHIS) indicate that the number of 
American homes with only wireless 
telephones continues to grow. More than 
two in every five American homes (45.4%) 
had only wireless telephones (also known 
as cellular telephones, cell phones, or 
mobile phones) during the second half of 
2014—an increase of 4.4 percentage 
points since the second half of 2013. More 
than one-half of all adults aged 18-44 and 
of children under 18 were living in 
wireless-only households. This report 
presents the most up-to-date estimates 
available from the federal government 
concerning the size and characteristics of 
these populations. 

NHIS Early Release 
Program 

This report is published as part of the 
NHIS Early Release Program. Twice each 
year, the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention’s (CDC) National Center for 
Health Statistics (NCHS) releases selected 
estimates of telephone coverage for the 
civilian noninstitutionalized U.S. 
population based on data from NHIS, 
along with comparable estimates from 
NHIS for the previous 3 years. The 
estimates are based on in-person 
interviews that are conducted throughout 
the year to collect information on health 
status, health-related behaviors, and 
health care access and utilization. The 
survey also includes information about 
household telephones and whether 
anyone in the household has a wireless 
telephone. 

To provide access to the most recent 
information from NHIS, estimates using 
the July–December 2014 data are being 
released prior to final data editing and 
final weighting. These estimates should be 
considered preliminary. Estimates 
produced using the final data files may 
differ slightly from those presented here. 

Methods 

For many years, NHIS has asked 
respondents to provide residential 
telephone numbers, to permit the 
recontacting of survey participants. 
Starting in 2003, additional questions 
were asked to determine whether a family 
had a landline telephone. An NHIS family 
was considered to have landline telephone 
service if the survey respondent for the 
family reported that there was “at least 

one phone inside your home that is 
currently working and is not a cell phone.” 
(To avoid possible confusion with cordless 
landline telephones, the word “wireless” 
was not used in the survey.) 

An NHIS “family” is an individual or 
a group of two or more related persons 
living together in the same housing unit (a 
“household”). Thus, a family can consist of 
only one person, and more than one 
family can live in a household (including, 
for example, a household where there are 
multiple single-person families, as when 
unrelated roommates are living together). 

The survey respondent for each 
family was also asked whether “anyone in 
your family has a working cellular 
telephone.” Families are identified as 
“wireless families” if respondents reported 
that someone in the family had a working 
cell phone at the time of interview. This 

Figure. Percentages of adults and children living in households with only wireless telephone 
service: United States, 2003–2014
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person (or persons) could be a civilian 
adult, a member of the military, or a child.  

Households are identified as 
“wireless-only” if they include at least one 
wireless family and if there are no families 
with landline telephone service in the 
household. Persons are identified as 
wireless-only if they live in a wireless-only 
household. A similar approach is used to 
identify adults living in households with 
no telephone service (neither wireless nor 
landline). Household telephone status 
(rather than family telephone status) is 
used in this report because most 
telephone surveys do not attempt to 
distinguish among families when more 
than one family lives in the same 
household.  

From July through December 2014, 
information on household telephone 
status was obtained for 22,023 
households that included at least one 
civilian adult or child. These households 
included 41,160 civilian adults aged 18 
and over, and 13,754 children under age 
18. Analyses of telephone status are 
presented separately for households, 
adults, and children in Table 1.  

Analyses of demographic 
characteristics are based on data from the 
NHIS Person and Household Files. 
Demographic data for all civilian adults 
living in interviewed households were 
used in these analyses. “Household 
income” is the sum of the family incomes 
in the household. Estimates stratified by 
household poverty status are based on 
reported income only because imputed 
income values are not available until a few 
months after the annual release of NHIS 
microdata. Household poverty status was 
unknown for 25.2% of adults in these 
analyses. 

Analyses of selected health measures 
are based on data from the NHIS Sample 
Adult File. Health-related data for one 
randomly selected civilian adult in each 
family (the “sample adult”) were used in 
these analyses. From July through 
December 2014, data on household 
telephone status and selected health 
measures were collected from 18,250 of 
these sample adults. 

Because NHIS is conducted 
throughout the year and the sample is 
designed to yield a nationally 
representative sample each month, data 
can be analyzed quarterly. Weights are 

created for each calendar quarter of the 
NHIS sample. NHIS data weighting 
procedures are described in more detail in 
a previous NCHS report (Parsons et al., 
2014).  

Point estimates and 95% confidence 
intervals were calculated using SUDAAN 
software (RTI International, Research 
Triangle Park, NC) to account for the 
complex sample design of NHIS. 
Differences between percentages were 
evaluated using two-sided significance 
tests at the 0.05 level. Terms such as 
“more likely” and “less likely” indicate a 
statistically significant difference. Lack of 
comment regarding the difference 
between any two estimates does not 
necessarily mean that the difference was 
tested and found to be not significant. 
Because of small sample sizes, estimates 
based on less than 1 year of data may have 
large variances, and caution should be 
used in interpreting such estimates. 

Telephone Status 

In the second 6 months of 2014, 
more than two in every five households 
(45.4%) did not have a landline telephone 
but did have at least one wireless 
telephone (Table 1). Approximately 106 
million adults (44.1% of all adults) lived in 
households with only wireless telephones; 
about 40 million children (54.1% of all 
children) lived in households with only 
wireless telephones.  

The percentage of households that 
are wireless-only and the percentages of 
adults and children living in wireless-only 
households have been steadily increasing. 
The 4.4-percentage-point increase from 
the second 6 months of 2013 through the 
second 6 months of 2014 was statistically 
significant. The 5.0-percentage-point 
increase for adults from the second 6 
months of 2013 through the second 6 
months of 2014 and the 7.0-percentage-
point increase for children over the same 
period were also significant (Figure). 
However, the increases from the first 6 
months to the second 6 months of 2014 
were smaller than have been observed 
over other recent 6-month periods and 
were not statistically significant. 

The percentages of adults and 
children living without any telephone 
service have increased slightly but 

significantly over the past 3 years 
(Table 1). Approximately 3.2% of 
households had no telephone service 
(neither wireless nor landline). About 7.0 
million adults (2.9%) and 2.5 million 
children (3.4%) lived in these households. 

Demographic Differences 

The percentage of U.S. civilian 
noninstitutionalized adults living in 
wireless-only households is shown, by 
selected demographic characteristics and 
survey time period, in Table 2. For July–
December 2014, there are six demographic 
groups in which the majority live in 
households with only wireless telephones: 
adults aged 18–44, adults living only with 
unrelated adult roommates, adults living 
with children, adults renting their home, 
adults living in poverty or near poverty, 
and Hispanic adults. 

 
 More than two-thirds of adults aged 

25–29 (69.2%) and aged 30-34 
(67.4%) lived in households with only 
wireless telephones. These rates are 
greater than the rate for those 18–24 
(57.8%). The percentage of adults 
living with only wireless telephones 
decreased as age increased beyond 35 
years: 53.7% for those 35–44; 36.8% 
for those 45–64; and 17.1% for those 
65 and over. 

 Four in five adults living only with 
unrelated adult roommates (81.3%) 
were in households with only wireless 
telephones. This rate is higher than 
the rates for adults living alone 
(49.5%), adults living only with 
spouses or other adult family 
members (35.8%), and adults living 
with children (50.8%). 

 Two in three adults living in rented 
homes (66.2%) had only wireless 
telephones. This rate is twice the rate 
for adults living in homes owned by a 
household member (33.1%). 

 Adults living in poverty (59.4%) were 
more likely than those living near 
poverty (51.1%) and higher income 
adults (42.5%) to be living in 
households with only wireless 
telephones. (Footnote 3 in Table 2 
gives definitions of these categories.) 

http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/series/sr_02/sr02_165.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/series/sr_02/sr02_165.pdf
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 Hispanic adults (58.6%) were more 
likely than non-Hispanic white 
(40.3%) or non-Hispanic black 
(45.7%) adults to be living in 
households with only wireless 
telephones. 

Geographic differences were also 
noted. Adults living in the Midwest 
(48.0%), South (47.0%), and West (46.9%) 
were more likely than those living in the 
Northeast (29.5%) to be living in 
households with only wireless telephones. 
Adults living in metropolitan areas 
(45.7%) were more likely than those living 
in nonmetropolitan areas (37.6%) to be 
living in wireless-only households. 

Demographic 
Distributions 

The demographic differences noted 
in the previous section are based on the 
distribution of household telephone status 
within each demographic group. When 
examining the population of wireless-only 
adults, some readers may instead wish to 
consider the distribution of various 
demographic characteristics within the 
wireless-only adult population. 

Table 3 gives the percent 
distributions of selected demographic 
characteristics for adults living in 
households with only wireless telephones, 
by survey time period. The estimates in 
this table reveal that the distributions of 
selected demographic characteristics 
changed little over the 3-year period 
shown. The exceptions were related to age 
and home ownership status.  

 
 The proportion of wireless-only adults 

who were aged 35 and over has 
increased steadily, from 49.6% in the 
second 6 months of 2011 to 56.2% in 
the second 6 months of 2014.  

 The proportion of wireless-only adults 
living in homes owned by a household 
member increased from 44.2% in the 
second 6 months of 2011 to 49.5% in 
the second 6 months of 2014.  

 

 

 

Selected Health Measures 
by Household Telephone 
Status 

Many health surveys, political polls, 
and other types of research are conducted 
using random-digit-dial (RDD) telephone 
surveys. Despite operational challenges, 
most major survey research organizations 
include wireless telephone numbers when 
conducting RDD surveys. If they did not, 
the exclusion of households with only 
wireless telephones (along with the small 
proportion of households that have no 
telephone service) could bias results. This 
bias—known as coverage bias—could 
exist if there are differences between 
persons with and without landline 
telephones for the substantive variables of 
interest. 

The NHIS Early Release Program 
updates and releases estimates for 15 key 
health indicators every 3 months. Table 4 
presents estimates by household 
telephone status (landline, wireless-only, 
or phoneless) for all but two of these 
measures. (“Pneumococcal vaccination” 
and “personal care needs” were not 
included because these indicators are 
limited to older adults aged 65 and over.)  
For July–December 2014:  

 
 Regarding alcohol consumption, the 

percentage of adults who had at least 
one heavy drinking day in the past 
year was substantially higher among 
wireless-only adults (30.3%) than 
among adults living in landline 
households (19.6%). Wireless-only 
adults were also more likely to be 
current smokers. 

 Compared with adults living in 
landline households, wireless-only 
adults were less likely to have ever 
been diagnosed with diabetes. 

 The percentage without health 
insurance coverage at the time of 
interview among wireless-only adults 
under age 65 (18.7%) was greater 
than the percentage among adults in 
that age group living in landline 
households (10.9%). 

 Compared with adults living in 
landline households, wireless-only 
adults were more likely to have 

experienced financial barriers to 
obtaining needed health care, and 
they were less likely to have a usual 
place to go for medical care. Wireless-
only adults were also less likely to 
have received an influenza 
vaccination during the previous year 

 Wireless-only adults (44.2%) were 
more likely than adults living in 
landline households (31.5%) to have 
ever been tested for human 
immunodeficiency virus (HIV), the 
virus that causes AIDS. 

 The potential for bias due to 
undercoverage remains a real threat to 
health surveys that do not include 
sufficient representation of households 
with only wireless telephones. 

Wireless-mostly 
Households 

The potential for bias due to 
undercoverage is not the only threat to 
surveys conducted only on landline 
telephones. Researchers are also 
concerned that some people living in 
households with landlines cannot be 
reached on those landlines because they 
rely on wireless telephones for all or 
almost all of their calls.  

In 2007, a question was added to 
NHIS for persons living in families with 
both landline and cellular telephones. The 
respondent for the family was asked to 
consider all of the telephone calls his or 
her family receives and to report whether 
“all or almost all calls are received on cell 
phones, some are received on cell phones 
and some on regular phones, or very few 
or none are received on cell phones.” This 
question permits the identification of 
persons living in “wireless-mostly” 
households—defined as households with 
both landline and cellular telephones in 
which all families receive all or almost all 
calls on cell phones. 

Among households with both 
landline and wireless telephones, 34.8% 
received all or almost all calls on wireless 
telephones, based on data for July–
December 2014. These wireless-mostly 
households make up 14.9% of all 
households. During the second 6 months 
of 2014, about 40 million adults (16.9%) 
lived in wireless-mostly households.  
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Table 5 gives the percentage of 
adults living in wireless-mostly 
households, by demographic 
characteristics and survey time period. For 
July–December 2014:  

 
 Adults with college degrees (20.8%) 

were more likely to be living in 
wireless-mostly households than were 
high school graduates (14.5%) or 
adults with less education (11.0%). 

 Adults living with children (20.0%) 
were more likely than adults living 
alone (9.3%), with roommates (5.5%), 
or with only adult relatives (17.3%) to 
be living in wireless-mostly 
households. 

 Adults living in poverty (8.4%) and 
adults living near poverty (12.0%) 
were less likely than higher-income 
adults (19.4%) to be living in wireless-
mostly households. 

 Adults living in rented homes (11.0%) 
were less likely to be living in 
wireless-mostly households than were 
adults living in homes owned by a 
household member (19.9%). 

Research by Boyle, Lewis, and Tefft 
(2009) suggests that the majority of adults 
living in wireless-mostly households are 
reachable using their landline telephone 
number. NHIS data cannot be used to 
estimate the proportion of wireless-
mostly adults who are unreachable or to 
estimate the potential for bias due to their 
exclusion from landline surveys.  
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Table 1. Percent distribution of household telephone status for households, adults, and children, by date of interview: United States, July 2011–December 2014 

  Household telephone status  

Date of interview 

Number of 
households 

(unweighted) 
Landline with 

wireless 
Landline without 

wireless 
Landline with 

unknown wireless 
Nonlandline with 
unknown wireless Wireless-only Phoneless Total 

         
Households         

July–December 2011 19,311 53.4 10.2 0.2 0.0 34.0 2.2 100.0 
January–June 2012 20,608 52.5 9.4 0.2 0.0 35.8 2.1 100.0 
July–December 2012 21,709 50.8 8.6 0.2 0.1 38.2 2.1 100.0 
January–June 2013 19,765 49.5 8.5 0.1 0.0 39.4 2.3 100.0 
July–December 2013 21,512 47.7 8.6 0.1 0.1 41.0 2.5 100.0 
January–June 2014 22,438 44.7 8.5 0.1 0.0 44.0 2.6 100.0 
July–December 2014 22,023 42.7 8.4 0.2 0.1 45.4 3.2 100.0 
    95% confidence interval1 … 41.54–43.88 7.84–9.05 0.10–0.24 0.05–0.14 44.21–46.63 2.85–3.61 … 
         

Adults         
July–December 2011 36,564 57.3 8.3 0.2 0.0 32.3 1.9 100.0 
January–June 2012 38,896 56.1 7.8 0.2 0.0 34.0 1.9 100.0 
July–December 2012 40,839 54.4 7.0 0.2 0.1 36.5 1.9 100.0 
January–June 2013 37,268 52.8 6.9 0.1 0.0 38.0 2.2 100.0 
July–December 2013 40,173 51.5 7.0 0.1 0.1 39.1 2.2 100.0 
January–June 2014 42,262 47.3 7.0 0.1 0.1 43.1 2.4 100.0 
July–December 2014 41,160 45.8 7.1 0.1 0.1 44.1 2.9 100.0 
    95% confidence interval1 … 44.61–46.94 6.56–7.61 0.08–0.21 0.05–0.16 42.92–45.26 2.53–3.22 … 
         

Children         
July–December 2011 13,028 54.7 4.8 0.1 0.0 38.1 2.2 100.0 
January–June 2012 13,905 52.7 4.5 0.1 – 40.6 2.2 100.0 
July–December 2012 14,083 49.5 3.4 0.1 0.1 45.0 1.9 100.0 
January–June 2013 12,932 48.3 3.6 0.1 0.0 45.4 2.6 100.0 
July–December 2013 13,714 46.4 3.8 0.1 0.0 47.1 2.5 100.0 
January–June 2014 14349 41.7 3.5 – 0.0 52.1 2.7 100.0 
July–December 2014 13,754 39.1 3.3 0.1 0.0 54.1 3.4 100.0 
    95% confidence interval1 … 37.48–40.82 2.70–3.92 0.02–0.56 0.01–0.12 52.33–55.85 2.88–3.95 … 
         

0.0 Quantity more than zero but less than 0.05. 

… Category not applicable. 

–  Quantity zero. 
1Refers to July–December 2014. 

NOTE: Data are based on household interviews of a sample of the civilian noninstitutionalized population. 

DATA SOURCE: CDC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, July 2011–December 2014. 
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Table 2. Percentage of adults living in wireless-only households, by selected demographic characteristics and calendar half-years: United States, July 2011–December 2014 

Demographic characteristic 
July–December 

2011 
January–June 

2012 
July–December 

2012 
January–June 

2013 
July–December 

2013 
January–June 

2014 
July–December 

2014 
95% confidence 

interval1 

         
Race/ethnicity         

Hispanic or Latino, any race(s) 43.3 46.5 50.5 49.9 53.1 56.1 58.6 56.26–60.86 
Non-Hispanic white, single race 29.0 30.4 32.9 35.1 35.1 39.6 40.3 38.88–41.72 
Non-Hispanic black, single race 36.8 37.7 39.0 39.4 42.7 44.9 45.7 43.06–48.38 
Non-Hispanic Asian, single race 31.6 33.4 34.4 35.2 38.1 41.3 42.3 38.73–45.86 
Non-Hispanic other, single race  44.1 43.4 43.9 50.1 51.7 52.4 54.8 44.92–64.31 
Non-Hispanic multiple race  36.7 40.2 45.3 46.2 45.7 52.5 53.3 46.94–59.57 
         

Age (years)         
18–24 48.6 49.5 53.2 54.3 53.0 57.8 58.0 55.45–60.58 
25–29 59.6 60.1 62.1 65.6 65.7 69.3 69.2 66.42–71.82 
30–34 50.9 55.1 56.7 59.9 59.7 64.9 67.4 65.20–69.49 
35–44 36.8 39.1 43.5 44.5 47.8 52.5 53.7 51.85–55.56 
45–64 23.8 25.8 28.4 29.8 31.4 35.7 36.8 35.50–38.21 
65 and over 8.5 10.5 11.6 12.6 13.6 15.7 17.1 15.79–18.43 
         

Sex         
Male 33.7 35.2 38.0 39.7 40.4 44.3 45.7 44.39–46.94 
Female 30.9 32.9 35.1 36.5 37.9 41.9 42.6 41.44–43.81 
         

Education         
Some high school or less 34.7 36.4 42.4 41.7 41.8 46.6 46.5 44.45–48.51 
High school graduate or GED2 32.7 33.9 35.9 37.2 38.8 43.3 44.2 42.40–46.00 
Some post-high school, no degree 35.1 36.7 38.3 40.6 41.7 45.6 47.1 45.61–48.52 
4-year college degree or higher 27.8 30.1 32.2 34.5 35.5 39.0 40.3 38.64–42.06 
         

Employment status last week         
Working at a job or business 36.8 38.4 41.4 43.5 44.4 48.9 49.9 48.61–51.24 
Keeping house 32.7 34.0 38.6 39.4 40.5 47.6 47.2 44.63–49.88 
Going to school 40.8 41.9 46.0 48.1 46.3 49.7 53.8 48.93–58.69 
Something else (incl. unemployed) 22.3 23.6 25.1 25.2 27.0 29.1 29.7 28.35–31.00 
         

Household structure         
Adult living alone 41.3 43.0 43.9 46.4 46.6 48.3 49.5 47.46–51.58 
Unrelated adults, no children 77.5 75.9 76.2 74.7 76.1 73.9 81.3 75.31–86.10 
Related adults, no children 25.1 27.0 28.2 29.6 31.0 35.3 35.8 34.44–37.26 
Adult(s) with children 35.4 37.2 42.2 43.6 44.8 49.8 50.8 49.00–52.59 
         

Household poverty status3         
Poor 51.4 51.8 54.3 54.7 56.2 59.1 59.4 56.58–62.21 
Near-poor 39.6 42.3 45.9 47.5 46.1 50.8 51.1 48.67–53.47 
Not-poor 28.9 30.7 33.2 35.3 36.6 40.8 42.5 41.09–43.83 
         
See footnotes at end of table.         
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Table 2. Percentage of adults living in wireless-only households, by selected demographic characteristics and calendar half-years: United States, July 2011–December 2014—Continued 

Demographic characteristic 
July–December 

2011 
January–June 

2012 
July–December 

2012 
January–June 

2013 
July–December 

2013 
January–June 

2014 
July–December 

2014 
95% confidence 

interval1 

         
Geographic region4         

Northeast 20.6 23.1 23.6 27.1 24.9 27.8 29.5 26.93–32.11 
Midwest 35.2 37.5 40.6 39.6 43.7 46.9 48.0 45.62–50.44 
South 35.9 37.2 39.7 41.8 41.9 47.3 47.0 45.01–49.09 
West 33.0 34.0 37.8 39.0 41.2 43.8 46.9 44.86–49.05 
         

Metropolitan statistical area status         
Metropolitan 33.6 35.7 38.1 39.5 40.5 43.9 45.7 44.37–47.03 
Not metropolitan 27.2 27.1 30.5 32.4 33.7 39.8 37.6 35.28–39.89 

         
Home ownership status5         

Owned or being bought 21.2 23.2 25.4 27.2 28.5 32.9 33.1 31.95–34.18 
Renting 56.0 58.2 59.7 61.5 61.7 64.6 66.2 64.54–67.84 
Other arrangement 40.7 37.7 49.1 42.6 49.3 52.2 49.2 42.80–55.65 
         
Number of wireless-only adults in 
survey sample (unweighted) 

12,350 13,724 15,589 14,512 16,436 18,380 18,740 … 

         

… Category not applicable.  
1Refers to July–December 2014.  
2GED is General Educational Development high school equivalency diploma.  
3Based on household income and household size using the U.S. Census Bureau’s poverty thresholds. “Poor” persons are defined as those below the poverty threshold. “Near-poor” persons have incomes of 100% to less than 200% of the poverty threshold. 
“Not-poor” persons have incomes of 200% of the poverty threshold or greater. Early Release estimates stratified by poverty status are based on reported income only and may differ from similar estimates produced later that are based on both reported and 
imputed income. NCHS imputes income when income is unknown, but the imputed income file is not available until a few months after the annual release of National Health Interview Survey microdata. For households with multiple families, household 
income and household size were calculated as the sum of the multiple measures of family income and family size. 
4In the geographic classification of the U.S. population, states are grouped into the following four regions used by the U.S. Census Bureau: Northeast includes Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, and Vermont; Midwest includes Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin; South includes Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia; and West includes Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and 
Wyoming. 
5For households with multiple families, home ownership status was determined by considering the reported home ownership status for each family. If any family reported owning the home, then the household-level variable was classified as “Owned or 
being bought” for all persons living in the household. If one family reported renting the home and another family reported “other arrangement,” then the household-level variable was classified as “Other arrangement” for all persons living in the household. 

NOTE: Data are based on household interviews of a sample of the civilian noninstitutionalized population.  

DATA SOURCE: CDC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, July 2011–December 2014. 

 
  



Wireless Substitution: Early Release of Estimates From the National Health Interview Survey, July–December 2014 

P a g e  | 8 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services ● Centers for Disease Control and Prevention ● National Center for Health Statistics ● Released 06/2015 

Table 3. Percent distributions of selected demographic characteristics for adults living in wireless-only households, by date of interview: United States, July 2011–December 2014 

Demographic characteristic 
July–December 

2011 
January–June 

2012 
July–December 

2012 
January–June 

2013 
July–December 

2013 
January–June 

2014 
July–December 

2014 
95% confidence 

interval1 

         
Race/ethnicity         

Hispanic or Latino, any race(s) 19.1 20.3 20.6 19.7 20.5 19.8 20.3 18.77–22.02 
Non-Hispanic white, single race 61.0 59.6 59.7 61.0 59.2 60.4 60.0 58.29–61.62 
Non-Hispanic black, single race 13.1 12.7 12.3 12.0 12.6 12.1 12.1 11.15–13.19 
Non-Hispanic Asian, single race 4.7 5.1 4.9 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.3 4.75–5.85 
Non-Hispanic other, single race  0.9 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.54–1.01 
Non-Hispanic multiple race  1.3 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.6 1.5 1.29–1.82 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 
         

Age (years)         
18–24 19.4 18.9 18.9 18.4 17.4 17.1 16.6 15.67–17.65 
25–29 17.0 15.5 14.8 15.2 14.8 14.1 13.9 13.14–14.69 
30–34 14.0 14.0 13.4 13.5 13.3 13.1 13.2 12.53–14.00 
35–44 19.2 19.5 20.0 19.7 20.4 20.3 20.1 19.30–20.99 
45–64 25.8 26.7 27.1 27.2 27.8 28.6 28.8 27.73–29.86 
65 and over 4.6 5.5 5.7 6.0 6.4 6.8 7.3 6.73–7.93 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 
         

Sex         
Male 50.7 49.8 50.1 50.3 49.7 49.6 49.9 49.28–50.59 
Female 49.3 50.2 49.9 49.7 50.3 50.4 50.1 49.41–50.72 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 
         

Education         
Some high school or less 15.2 15.2 16.1 15.0 14.5 14.7 13.9 13.11–14.82 
High school graduate or GED2 28.2 27.1 27.4 26.7 26.9 27.2 26.9 25.71–28.04 
Some post-high school, no degree 32.7 33.3 31.8 32.6 32.4 32.2 31.9 30.96–32.83 
4-year college degree or higher 23.9 24.5 24.6 25.8 26.2 25.9 27.3 26.05–28.60 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 
         

Employment status last week         
Working at a job or business 69.0 69.3 68.9 69.7 70.1 69.3 70.1 69.14–71.10 
Keeping house 5.6 5.3 5.8 5.9 5.7 6.4 6.0 5.59–6.42 
Going to school 4.0 4.3 4.0 4.4 3.6 4.1 4.0 3.46–4.52 
Something else (incl. unemployed) 20.6 20.2 20.5 19.2 19.8 19.5 19.1 18.18–19.99 
Unknown, not reported 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.64–1.14 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 
         

Household structure         
Adult living alone 19.8 18.9 18.6 18.8 18.6 17.0 17.5 16.59–18.51 
Unrelated adults, no children 4.0 3.8 3.1 3.2 2.9 2.5 2.9 2.33–3.68 
Related adults, no children 35.8 36.9 35.7 35.8 36.9 38.8 37.9 36.66–39.24 
Adult(s) with children 40.5 40.4 42.6 42.2 41.6 41.8 41.6 40.14–43.07 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 
         
See footnotes at end of table.         
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Table 3. Percent distribution of selected demographic characteristics for adults living in wireless-only households, by date of interview: United States, July 2011–December 2014—Continued 

Demographic characteristic 
July–December 

2011 
January–June 

2012 
July–December 

2012 
January–June 

2013 
July–December 

2013 
January–June 

2014 
July–December 

2014 
95% confidence 

interval1 

         
Household poverty status3         

Poor 15.9 15.0 15.4 13.9 14.1 13.0 13.6 12.62–14.63 
Near-poor 18.2 17.7 18.0 17.8 16.6 16.7 15.9 15.00–16.84 
Not-poor 46.2 47.1 46.1 48.5 47.8 49.4 49.3 47.80–50.70 
Unknown, not reported 19.8 20.2 20.6 19.7 21.5 20.8 21.3 19.92–22.65 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 
         

Geographic region4         
Northeast 11.7 12.4 11.7 12.6 11.3 11.1 12.0 10.59–13.51 
Midwest 25.2 24.5 24.8 23.1 25.1 25.0 24.3 22.46–26.22 
South 39.9 40.4 40.1 40.8 39.9 41.1 39.9 37.83–42.01 
West 23.3 22.8 23.4 23.6 23.8 22.9 23.8 22.13–25.62 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 
         

Metropolitan statistical area status         
Metropolitan 82.3 83.9 82.6 82.8 82.6 81.6 83.1 81.36–84.78 
Not metropolitan 17.7 16.1 17.4 17.2 17.4 18.4 16.9 15.22–18.64 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 

         
Home ownership status5         

Owned or being bought 44.2 46.5 46.6 48.0 48.5 51.1 49.5 47.80–51.16 
Renting 53.3 51.2 50.9 49.6 49.1 46.4 48.4 46.78–50.08 
Other arrangement 2.5 2.3 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.6 2.1 1.75–2.51 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 … 
         
Number of wireless-only adults in 
survey sample (unweighted) 

12,350 13,724 15,589 14,512 16,436 18,380 18,740 … 

         

… Category not applicable.  
1Refers to July–December 2014.  
2GED is General Educational Development high school equivalency diploma.  
3Based on household income and household size using the U.S. Census Bureau’s poverty thresholds. “Poor” persons are defined as those below the poverty threshold. “Near-poor” persons have incomes of 100% to less than 200% of the poverty threshold. 
“Not-poor” persons have incomes of 200% of the poverty threshold or greater. Early Release estimates stratified by poverty status are based on reported income only and may differ from similar estimates produced later that are based on both reported and 
imputed income. NCHS imputes income when income is unknown, but the imputed income file is not available until a few months after the annual release of National Health Interview Survey microdata. For households with multiple families, household 
income and household size were calculated as the sum of the multiple measures of family income and family size. 
4In the geographic classification of the U.S. population, states are grouped into the following four regions used by the U.S. Census Bureau: Northeast includes Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, and Vermont; Midwest includes Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin; South includes Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia; and West includes Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and 
Wyoming. 
5For households with multiple families, home ownership status was determined by considering the reported home ownership status for each family. If any family reported owning the home, then the household-level variable was classified as “Owned or 
being bought” for all persons living in the household. If one family reported renting the home and another family reported “other arrangement,” then the household-level variable was classified as “Other arrangement” for all persons living in the household. 

NOTE: Data are based on household interviews of a sample of the civilian noninstitutionalized population.  

DATA SOURCE: CDC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, July 2011–December 2014. 

 



Wireless Substitution: Early Release of Estimates From the National Health Interview Survey, July–December 2014 

P a g e  | 10 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services ● Centers for Disease Control and Prevention ● National Center for Health Statistics ● Released 06/2015 

Table 4. Prevalence rates (and 95% confidence intervals) for selected measures of health-related behaviors, health status, health care service use, and health care access for adults aged 18 and over, 
by household telephone status: United States, July–December 2014 

Measure Landline1 Wireless-only Phoneless 

       
Health-related behaviors       

At least one heavy drinking day in past year2 19.6 (18.28-20.91) 30.3 (28.67-32.04) 25.4 (20.86-30.63) 
Current smoker3 12.7 (11.55-13.93) 20.2 (18.96-21.49) 21.3 (16.75-26.66) 
Met the 2008 federal physical activity guidelines for aerobic activity through 
leisure-time aerobic activity4 34.7 (33.23-36.19) 41.0 

(39.47-42.65) 34.8 (29.88-39.97) 

       
Health status       

Health status described as excellent or very good5 59.3 (57.87-60.72) 64.1 (62.51-65.71) 61.3 (55.85-66.48) 
Experienced serious psychological distress in past 30 days6 3.0 (2.54-3.58) 3.4 (2.99-3.96) 3.5 (2.14-5.79) 
Obese (adults aged 20 and over)7 30.7 (29.30-32.07) 29.1 (27.74-30.58) 21.8 (17.68-26.54) 
Asthma episode in past year8 3.3 (2.84-3.77) 3.4 (2.94-3.91) *2.6  (1.19-5.72) 
Ever diagnosed with diabetes9 11.2 (10.27-12.11) 6.5 (5.85-7.17) 8.8 (6.51-11.88) 
       

Health care service use       
Received influenza vaccine during past year10 48.5 (46.98-49.95) 34.5 (32.99-36.09) 34.3 (28.95-40.05) 
Ever been tested for HIV11 31.5 (30.02-33.07) 44.2 (42.56-45.89) 38.3 (32.92-44.06) 
       

Health care access       
Has a usual place to go for medical care12 90.8 (89.90-91.59) 80.2 (78.98-81.45) 79.7 (74.88-83.73) 
Failed to obtain needed medical care in past year due to financial barriers13 4.9 (4.28-5.59) 8.8 (8.03-9.68) 9.0 (6.34-12.52) 
Currently uninsured (adults aged 18–64)14 10.9 (9.66-12.21) 18.7 (17.40-20.05) 19.7 (15.68-24.39) 
       
Number of adults in survey sample (unweighted) 8,954 8,714 582 
       
* Estimate has a relative standard error greater than 30% and does not meet standards for reliability or precision. 
1Includes households that also have wireless telephone service. 
2Before 2014, the alcohol consumption estimates presented in Early Release Program reports were for the percentage of adults aged 18 and over who had five or more drinks in 1 day at least once in the past year, regardless of sex. However, in 2014, the 
survey questions were changed; male and female respondents were asked about a different quantity of alcoholic drinks consumed in a day in the past year. As a result, the estimates presented here are for men aged 18 and over who had five or more drinks in 
1 day at least once in the past year and women aged 18 and over who had four or more drinks in 1 day at least once in the past year. A year is defined as the 12 months prior to interview. The analyses excluded adults with unknown alcohol consumption 
(about 2%). 
3A person who had smoked more than 100 cigarettes in his or her lifetime and now smokes every day or some days. The analyses excluded adults with unknown smoking status (about 2%).  
4This measure reflects an estimate of regular leisure-time aerobic activity motivated by the 2008 federal Physical Activity Guidelines for Americans (http://www.health.gov/paguidelines/), which are being used in setting Healthy People 2020 objectives 
(http://www.healthypeople.gov). The 2008 guidelines refer to any kind of aerobic activity, but estimates in this table are limited to leisure-time physical activity only.  These leisure-time aerobic activity estimates may therefore underestimate the percentage 
of adults who met the 2008 guidelines for aerobic activity. The 2008 federal guidelines recommend that for substantial health benefits, adults perform at least 150 minutes a week of moderate-intensity aerobic physical activity, or 75 minutes a week of 
vigorous-intensity aerobic physical activity, or an equivalent combination of moderate- and vigorous-intensity aerobic activity. The 2008 guidelines also state that aerobic activity should be performed in episodes of at least 10 minutes and preferably should 
be spread throughout the week. The analyses excluded adults with unknown physical activity participation (about 3%).  
5Health status data were obtained by asking respondents to assess their own health and that of family members living in the same household as excellent, very good, good, fair, or poor. The analyses excluded persons with unknown health status (about 
0.2%).  
6Six psychological distress questions are included in the National Health Interview Survey. These questions ask how often during the past 30 days a respondent experienced certain symptoms of psychological distress (feeling so sad that nothing could cheer 
you up, nervous, restless or fidgety, hopeless, worthless, that everything was an effort). The response codes (0–4) of the six items for each person were weighted equally and summed. A value of 13 or more for this scale indicates that at least one symptom was 
experienced “most of the time” or “all of the time” and is used here to define serious psychological distress. The analyses excluded adults with unknown serious psychological distress status (about 3%). 
7Obesity is defined as a body mass index (BMI) of 30 kg/m2 or more. The measure is based on self-reported height and weight. The analyses excluded adults with unknown height or weight (about 6%). Estimates of obesity are presented for adults aged 20 and 
over because the Healthy People 2020 objectives (http://www.healthypeople.gov) for healthy weight among adults define adults as persons aged 20 and over. 
8Information on an episode of asthma or an asthma attack during the past year is self-reported by adults aged 18 and over. A year is defined as the 12 months prior to interview. The analyses excluded persons with unknown asthma episode status (about 
0.1%).  
9Prevalence of diagnosed diabetes is based on self-report of ever having been diagnosed with diabetes by a doctor or other health professional. Persons reporting “borderline” diabetes status and women reporting diabetes only during pregnancy were not 
coded as having diabetes in the analyses. The analyses excluded adults with unknown diabetes status (about 0.1%). 

http://www.health.gov/paguidelines/
http://www.healthypeople.gov/
http://www.healthypeople.gov/
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10Receipt of flu shots and receipt of nasal spray flu vaccinations were included in the calculation of flu vaccination estimates. Responses to these two flu vaccination questions do not indicate when the subject received the flu vaccination during the 12 months 
preceding the interview. In addition, estimates are subject to recall error, which will vary depending on when the question is asked because the receipt of a flu vaccination is seasonal. The analyses excluded adults with unknown flu vaccination status (about 
3%). 
11Individuals who received human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) testing solely as a result of blood donation were considered not to have been tested for HIV. The analyses excluded adults with unknown HIV test status (about 5%). 
12Does not include a hospital emergency room. The analyses excluded persons with an unknown usual place to go for medical care (about 5%).  
13A year is defined as the 12 months prior to interview. The analyses excluded persons with unknown responses to the question on failure to obtain needed medical care due to cost (about 0.2%).  
14A person was defined as uninsured if he or she did not have any private health insurance, Medicare, Medicaid, Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP), state-sponsored or other government-sponsored health plan, or military plan at the time of interview. 
A person was also defined as uninsured if he or she had only Indian Health Service coverage or had only a private plan that paid for one type of service such as accidents or dental care. The data on health insurance status were edited using an automated 
system based on logic checks and keyword searches. The analyses excluded adults with unknown health insurance status (about 1%).  

NOTE: Data are based on household interviews of a sample of the civilian noninstitutionalized population.  

DATA SOURCE: CDC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, July–December 2014. 
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Table 5. Percentage of adults living in wireless-mostly households, by selected demographic characteristics and calendar half-years: United States, July 2011–December 2014 

Demographic characteristic 
July–December 

2011 
January–June 

2012 
July–December 

2012 
January–June 

2013 
July–December 

2013 
January–June 

2014 
July–December 

2014 
95% confidence 

interval1 

         
Total 17.8 17.6 18.0 17.7 18.3 16.6 16.9 16.06–17.70 

         
Race/ethnicity         

Hispanic or Latino, any race(s) 17.0 16.1 17.4 16.4 16.6 14.6 14.2 12.76–15.78 
Non-Hispanic white, single race 17.9 17.6 17.7 17.4 18.6 16.8 17.2 16.17–18.32 
Non-Hispanic black, single race 17.1 17.6 18.6 19.0 18.2 16.9 17.5 15.76–19.34 
Non-Hispanic Asian, single race 20.3 21.5 22.2 20.9 20.4 19.5 19.4 16.91–22.24 
Non-Hispanic other, single race  15.6 15.1 12.5 22.7 14.1 11.0 *10.3 5.52–18.30 
Non-Hispanic, multiple race  21.7 18.7 18.0 18.0 16.9 16.3 17.0 12.69–22.37 
         

Age (years)         
18–24 18.9 20.1 18.2 18.6 20.0 18.1 17.7 15.79–19.88 
25–29 15.8 15.0 17.0 14.8 14.5 11.8 13.5 11.62–15.60 
30–44 21.2 20.7 21.2 20.7 20.0 17.6 17.2 16.07–18.33 
45–64 19.9 19.3 20.3 19.8 21.6 20.0 20.6 19.56–21.77 
65 and over 8.9 8.9 9.1 10.3 10.3 10.2 10.6 9.60–11.59 
         

Sex         
Male 18.3 17.9 18.3 17.8 18.6 16.7 17.1 16.22–17.99 
Female 17.3 17.3 17.7 17.6 18.0 16.5 16.7 15.84–17.50 
         

Education         
Some high school or less 11.7 11.9 11.6 12.8 12.4 12.4 11.0 9.47–12.65 
High school graduate or GED2 15.7 15.5 16.3 16.0 16.5 14.3 14.5 13.45–15.70 
Some post-high school, no degree 19.4 19.1 19.3 18.6 18.9 17.3 17.7 16.58–18.93 
4-year college degree or higher 21.4 21.0 21.5 20.7 22.3 20.1 20.8 19.55–22.21 
         

Employment status last week         
Working at a job or business 20.9 20.6 21.1 20.2 21.4 18.9 19.5 18.49–20.51 
Keeping house 16.6 15.5 17.5 19.0 16.9 15.9 16.8 14.96–18.87 
Going to school 20.0 23.7 18.2 22.2 21.1 20.5 19.0 15.89–22.52 
Something else (incl. unemployed) 11.4 10.8 11.6 11.7 11.4 11.2 10.9 10.06–11.82 
         

Household structure         
Adult living alone 10.1 10.2 9.8 9.5 9.4 9.3 9.3 8.36–10.27 
Unrelated adults, no children 10.3 13.0 12.3 12.9 11.2 9.2 5.5 3.11–9.63 
Related adults, no children 16.9 16.2 17.4 17.0 18.1 15.9 17.3 16.21–18.50 
Adult(s) with children 22.5 22.4 22.4 22.2 22.6 20.8 20.0 18.68–21.45 
         

Household poverty status3         
Poor 8.8 10.8 8.6 10.8 9.1 9.1 8.4 7.09–9.88 
Near-poor 13.5 11.1 12.7 12.0 12.0 10.6 12.0 10.54–13.74 
Not-poor 21.9 21.5 21.8 21.4 22.1 20.0 19.4 18.36–20.44 
         
See footnotes at end of table.         
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Table 5. Percentage of adults living in wireless-mostly households, by selected demographic characteristics and calendar half-years: United States, July 2011–December 2014—Continued 

Demographic characteristic 
July–December 

2011 
January–June 

2012 
July–December 

2012 
January–June 

2013 
July–December 

2013 
January–June 

2014 
July–December 

2014 
95% confidence 

interval1 

         
Geographic region4         

Northeast 17.9 18.9 20.0 18.2 20.1 18.7 21.4 19.41–23.57 
Midwest 16.6 15.5 15.3 16.7 16.2 14.5 14.6 12.95–16.45 
South 17.7 17.3 17.7 17.0 18.0 16.0 16.2 14.93–17.65 
West 19.1 18.9 19.3 19.4 19.3 18.1 16.5 15.13–17.95 
         

Metropolitan statistical area status         
Metropolitan 18.2 17.9 18.5 17.9 18.7 16.9 17.0 16.13–17.95 
Not metropolitan 16.4 16.4 15.8 17.0 16.7 15.5 16.2 14.45–18.20 

         
Home ownership status5         

Owned or being bought 19.9 19.9 20.1 20.0 21.0 19.0 19.9 18.88–20.99 
Renting 13.5 12.7 13.0 12.8 12.4 11.1 11.0 9.94–12.06 
Other arrangement 11.7 13.8 17.3 17.0 14.8 12.8 12.1 8.58–16.71 
         
Number of adults in survey sample 
who live in landline households with 
wireless telephones (unweighted) 

20,184 21,100 21,194 19,106 22,879 19,608 18,040 … 

         

* Estimate has a relative standard error greater than 30% and does not meet standards for reliability or precision. 

… Category not applicable.  
1Refers to July–December 2014.  
2GED is General Educational Development high school equivalency diploma.  
3Based on household income and household size using the U.S. Census Bureau’s poverty thresholds. “Poor” persons are defined as those below the poverty threshold. “Near-poor” persons have incomes of 100% to less than 200% of the poverty threshold. 
“Not-poor” persons have incomes of 200% of the poverty threshold or greater. Early Release estimates stratified by poverty status are based on reported income only and may differ from similar estimates produced later that are based on both reported and 
imputed income. NCHS imputes income when income is unknown, but the imputed income file is not available until a few months after the annual release of National Health Interview Survey microdata. For households with multiple families, household 
income and household size were calculated as the sum of the multiple measures of family income and family size. 
4In the geographic classification of the U.S. population, states are grouped into the following four regions used by the U.S. Census Bureau: Northeast includes Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, and Vermont; Midwest includes Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin; South includes Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia; and West includes Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and 
Wyoming. 
5For households with multiple families, home ownership status was determined by considering the reported home ownership status for each family. If any family reported owning the home, then the household-level variable was classified as “Owned or 
being bought” for all persons living in the household. If one family reported renting the home and another family reported “other arrangement,” then the household-level variable was classified as “Other arrangement” for all persons living in the household. 

NOTE: Data are based on household interviews of a sample of the civilian noninstitutionalized population.  

DATA SOURCE: CDC/NCHS, National Health Interview Survey, July 2011–December 2014. 

 
 























































Verizon Project: Grapewin 

Proposed Wireless Telecommunications Facility at 8306 Grapewin St.  

Alternative Site Analysis (revised) 

June 15, 2016  

 

The Site Selection Process 

Data relating to incomplete and dropped calls is gathered, drive‐tests are conducted, and scientific 

modeling using sophisticated software is evaluated. Once the area requiring a new site is identified, a 

target/search ring on a map is provided to a real estate professional to begin a search for a suitable 

location. 

During an initial reconnaissance, properties for consideration for the installation of a cell site must 

be located in the general vicinity of the ring, with an appropriate zoning designation, and appear to have 

enough space to accommodate an antenna structure and the supporting radio equipment. The size of this 

space will vary depending on the objective of the site. The owners of each prospective location are notified 

to assess their interest in partnering with Verizon Wireless. 

Four key elements are considered in the selection process: 

1. Leasing: The property must have an owner who is willing to enter into a long‐term lease agreement 

under very specific terms and conditions. 

2. Zoning: It must be suitably zoned in accordance with local land‐use codes to allow for a successful 

permitting process. 

3. Construction: Construction constraints and costs must be reasonable from a business perspective, 

and the proposed project must be capable of being constructed in accordance with local building 

codes and safety standards. 

4. RF: It must be strategically located to be able to achieve the RF engineer’s objective to close the 

significant gap with antennas at a height to clear nearby obstructions. 

Beginning in March 2014, CORE Communications was able to identify (4) potential locations that 

showed promise in meeting the four essential elements listed above. Over the course of a year, CORE 

Communications had many visits with potential landlords, discussed lease spaces, rental terms and made 

substantial progress in preparing these locations. Unfortunately, due to leasing issues and complications 

with RF objectives, these sites were put on hold.  

 In March of 2015, SAC Wireless picked up the project from CORE Communications and began 

searching the ring for additional alternatives. SAC went back to the previous landlords in hopes of resolving 

matters, but was unsuccessful. SAC was able to scout (3) additional locations and began the process of 

site walks, landlord discussions and zoning feasibility. The specifics pertaining to each site are listed below.  

 



 

Site Selection Started by CORE Communications in March 2014 
 
Alternate Site #1 – Vacant Lot (1) 
Address: 8500 Archibald St Corona, CA 92880  
APN: 130-080-005  
Owner: Vantagepoint Church 
 
CORE Communications was able to walk this property many times and met to discuss lease space and 
terms on many occasions. This vacant lot is to be developed into a church site and the landlord was still 
working on the plans and construction timelines. Overall the landlord couldn’t commit to the lease space 
without having the plans for the church locked down. He also had concerns about resistance from the 
congregation.  
 

Alternate Site #2 – Vacant Lot (2)  
Address: N/A 
APN: 130-080-008  
Owner: Gilstrap, Marjorie J. 
 
Efforts to reach landlord were made in person and via mail. No responses ever received.   
 
Alternate Site #3 – Ranch/Horse Training  
Address: 8312 Grapewin St. Corona, CA 92880  
APN: 130-070-021  
Owner: Peakcock Residence  
 
CORE Communications worked with the landlord for over 9 months. Many site walks were conducted as 
well as meetings with the landlord.  They were ready, willing and eager to proceed with the leasing process, 
but stood firm with their required lease amount.  These terms could not be met by Verizon and therefor the 
progress of this site could not continue. 
 
Alternate Site #4 – Farm 
Address: NA 
APN: 130-070-015  
 
This landlord showed interest and was eager to proceed with lease discussions, but due to RF challenges 
we couldn’t proceed any further. The topography, elevation and location of utilities presented issues, so the 
location was no longer pursued. 
 
 
 

 

 



 

 

Site Selection Continued with SAC Wireless in March 2015 

Alternate Site #5  
Address: 8222 Grapewin St. Corona, CA 92880  
APN: 130-070-010 
Owner: Smith Residence  
 
Alternate candidate 5 is located just north of the proposed project location. Although this location is within 
the target search ring area and the property owner may be open to a possible lease agreement with Verizon, 
the size, shape, and characteristics of the lot make it difficult to comply with setback requirements. Also, the 
lot characteristics make it difficult to create a design that is non-intrusive to the existing property elements 
and non-intrusive to the property owner’s use of the remainder of the property.  
 
Alternate 6: 
APN: 130-080-004 
(Archibald Avenue south of Grapewin Street) 
 
Alternate candidate 6 was considered due to its location and site characteristics; however, the property owner 
is not interested in entering a long-term lease agreement with Verizon.   
 
 
Figure 1.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 2 – Zoning Map  

 

Figure 3. 

 

 

 

• Verizon complies with all Federal, state, and local requirements. 

• Communication sites are operated at a small percentage of FCC emission requirements 

• Facilities are inspected by internal and third party entities at regular intervals to insure proper 

operation and compliance. 

• Communication facilities can be found anywhere from hospitals and schools to single family lots. 

 



June 8, 2016 

Planning Commission 
City of Eastvale 
12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910 
Eastvale, California 91752 

verizon.J 
Verizon Wireless 
15505 Sand Canyon Ave, Bldg. D 
Irvine, CA 9261 8 

Re: 933 Supporters for Verizon Wireless Facility 
8306 Grapewin Street 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am the Verizon Wireless Marketing Director over the team that maintains and manages all data 
and information messages that are sent to Verizon Wireless customers in California. In 
connection with the application referred to above, Verizon Wireless arranged for a text message 
to be sent to customers with billing addresses within the ZIP code 92880 in Eastvale. The entire 
text message sent reads as follows: 

Free VZW Message: Reply YES to this text message to show your support for 
improved Verizon Wireless service in Eastvale. Add a message to tell the City 
that you support a faux palm tree wireless facility at 8306 Grapewin Street. 
Include your email address for meeting updates. 

The text message above was sent on June 2, 2016. As of June 7, 2016, we have received 933 
affirmative text message responses indicating support for the proposed facility and twelve 
respondents opposed. Text messages received confirmed the need to provide improved Verizon 
Wireless service in Eastvale. Samples of the text messages of support received from Verizon 
Wireless customers appear on the attached pages. 

I am available to verify the above information as you may require. 

~--
Customer Relationship Management 

Attachment 



Sample Text Messages of Support 
for Verizon Wireless Facility 
8306 Grapewin Street 

YES I support a faux palm tree wireless facility at 8306 Grapewin Street. 

I moved here in 2004 and the service has been horrible for 12 years! Please put up a 
faux palm tree with cell service! 

I support a faux Palm tree 

I support a faux palm tree on 8306 grapewin street to improve service in eastvale! ! 

I support by whatever means to have better reception in Eastvale. 

I support the improvement of a better service on eastvale. 

I support this 

My name is Donny and I approve this message. 

Palm tree facility is great. 

Please approve what we need to have better Verizon service 

Please Please please do the Improvement of services in Eastvale for Verizon . It is 
much needed 

Please support better Verizon phone service 

We support improved Verizon service. Presently is very slow and out dated. 

YES - cell service does need to be better & it's nice that they are willing to make it look 
nice 

Yes !!!!! Can't even get good service next to Verizon store ?=?D?=? 

Yes .. We need better service .. of we might change carrier 

Yes a faux palm would be great 

YES and also another faux Palm tree wireless facility near Harrison and Chandler near 
the park . 8306 Grapewin Street is a great start! 

YES and I support a faux palm tree wireless facility at 8306 Grapewin street! 



YES and I support the tree 

YES Can I add ... Oh H&II yes! Please! 

Yes I support a faux palm in any Eastview yard including mine . 

Yes I support improved cell service in Eastvale . 

Yes- I support improved wireless service in my city Eastvale . Please approve de faux 
palm trees!!!! 

Yes I support this. Verizon service is terrible in many places in eastvale 

Yes THANK YOU 

Yes not sure I'd vote for a palm tree but if that's the only option service is more 
important. 

Yes please add a cell tower! 

Yes please add a faux palm tree wireless facility at 8306 grapewin street 

YES service here is terrible!! Please add the faux trees 

Yes to more coverage ;) 

YES Verizon is a premier service and deserves the support of a premier city like 
Eastvale. 

Yes we need better service now that.we are stick with Frontier we want Verizon back 

Yes we need improved service in Eastvale. As a new resident paying infrastructure 
taxes this is the least the city could do. 

Yes we support it, and if we can add more so we get better reception all over Eastvale. I 
live by Chandler. Thank you! 

Yes yes yes!! We are at Reagan Elementary and we need it!! 

Yes yes yes. Absolutely yes. 

Yes you can also put one in my backyard 

YES! and put a faux palm tree on Grapewin Street so we can get better service .... 
please. :) 



YES! Definitely support a faux palm tree wireless facility. 

YES! For a growing city the cell service is way below par! Please allow this faux Palm to 
go up, and fast! 

Yes! I support Palm tree towers that will improve our service 

Yes! Put a faux palm tree SOMEWHERE! Please!!! 

Yes! This needs to make this happen! It's unacceptable to have gone this long when the 
city could have allowed this to happen already . 

Yes! We need better service!!!! Full support 

YES!! Our cellphones doesn't work once we turn into our driveway . 

Yes!! Service has been bad the last two years even though new towers we're install. 
Thinking of using another carrier if services do not improve. 

YES!!! Service is absolutely horrible in Eastvale!! 

YES!!! My Verizon Wireless is terrible . 

Yes!!! We need better service in Eastvale! I fully support a faux palm tree . 

Yes!!!! Our service is horrible . I absolutely , 100%, support the addition of the faux palm 
tower ... 

YES!!!!! Service stinks here!!! IMPROVEMENT Needed!!!:) 

YES, I also support a faux palm tree wireless facility at 8306 Grapewin Street, my calls 
have been dropped left and right while at home. I work from too! 

YES, I support a faux Palm tree for better service 

Yes, I would love to get better cell phone reception & service in Eastvale. 

Yes, we need better service 

YES. Eastvale should lead the way in technology support by allowing Verizon to move 
forward with a new cellular tower. 

Yes. Make' Verizon 'great again 

YES. Our service is terrible at our home. Please put in the tower . 



Yes. Please!!!! We need better reception in Eastvale. As soon as I get into my driveway 
I loose signal every time. 

Yes. Better service is needed by cedar creek park also. I only get 3G service. 

Yes. Build the Palm! 

Yes. I always drop calls leaving my house and we have to have an extender inside our 
house. I definitely support a faux palm tree tower. 

Yes. I've lived in Eastvale when the daries were still there. Eastvale is a dead zone. 
Please make this happen. ASAP. Thank you 

YES. My Verizon service is horrible, please help improve it 

YES. Our service is bad over here!! 

YES. Please Please allow Verizon to put in the faux Palm tree!!! 

Yes. So needed. Service sucks here 

Yes. Cell tower desperately needed in Eastvale! 

YES. This city needs better service! 

Yes. We def. Need it. Signal sucks 

YES. We greatly need better service. Verizon has been failing us. 

Yes. We lose service a lot in different spots in our house. 

Yes. We need better service for Eastvale. We miss important phone calls anytime we 
are in our home. 

Yes. We would like to see a Faux palm tree installed 

YES ... Please add the faux palm tree wireless facility!!!! 

Yes .... we have bad service and we support a faux palm tree. 
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MINUTES 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

OF THE CITY OF EASTVALE 

Wednesday, May 18, 2016 

6:00 P.M. 

Rosa Parks Elementary School 

13830 Whispering Hills Drive 

Eastvale, CA 92880 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER - 6:02 p.m. 

 

2. ROLL CALL/PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

   

Commissioners present: Commissioners Van Leeuwen, Charlson, and Vice Chair Feng 

 

Commissioners absent:  Commissioner Patel and Chair Oblea  

 

Staff Members present: City Attorney Cavanaugh, Planning Director Norris, Senior 

Planner Kith, Planner Morgan Weintraub, and Recording Secretary Wuence.   

 

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Charlson. 

 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

There was no public comment.  

 

4. PRESENTATIONS 
 

There were no presentations. 

 

5. ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA 

 

There were no Additions or Deletions to the Agenda.  

 

6. CONSENT CALENDAR  

 

6.1 Planning Commission Minutes  

 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the minutes from the April 20, 2016 regular 

meeting. 

 

 Motion: Moved by Van Leeuwen, seconded by Feng, to approve the Consent 

Calendar 

 

Motion carried 2-0-1 with Van Leeuwen and Vice Chair Feng voting aye and 

Commissioner Charlson abstaining. 
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7. PUBLIC HEARING  
 

7.1 PROJECT NO. 15-1662 – Minor Development Review for the installation of a 

new 50-foot-high wireless telecommunications tower, disguised as a 

“monopalm,” with ancillary equipment in a 17-foot by 19-foot lease area at 8306 

Grapewin Street with an access easement on the adjacent parcel to the north of the 

project site.  The project qualifies for a categorical exemption from the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under Section 15303, New Construction or 

Conversion of Small Structures.  

 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take 

the following actions: 

 

1. Adopt a Resolution approving Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA for 

Minor Development Plan No. 15-1662; and 

 

2. Adopt a Resolution approving Minor Development Plan No. 15-1662 for the 

installation of a new wireless facility disguised as a monopalm and ancillary 

telecommunications equipment in a lease area of approximately 17 feet by 19 

feet located at 8306 Grapewin (Assessor’s Parcel Number 380-070-018) with 

access via an easement on an adjacent lot to the north (Assessors Parcel 

Number 380-070-019), subject to conditions of approval. 

 

Senior Planner Kith provided a PowerPoint presentation for the item, including 

location and a summary of the project. 

 

The Public Hearing was opened at 6:10 p.m. 

 

The applicant, Courtney Stenridge, from Verizon, provided a PowerPoint 

presentation and discussed the benefits to the community, need of customers and 

the elements of the site selection. 

 

Bill Frescas, engineer from Verizon, discussed coverage areas that would be 

improved by the new tower and discussed the Radio Frequency Study performed 

by Hammett and Edison, an independent third party.   

 

Commissioner Van Leeuwen inquired about the credentials of Hammett and 

Edison and the effect of fire on the facility.   

 

Vice Chair Feng inquired about the maintenance schedule of the tower. It was 

noted that technicians would frequent the site anywhere from five to ten times per 

month but if a site is operating well it only requires regular maintenance two 

times per month.   

 

Commissioner Charlson inquired about the easement upon the sale of the 

property, the time period of the lease, and the distance of the nearest structure.  It 
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was noted that the easement runs with the land, the lease is 20-25 years, and the 

nearest structure 144 feet away is a non-habitable dwelling. 

 

John Gretzer, a resident in the area, noted that he is opposed to the tower at that 

location as he has concerns about safety and the view of the “palm tree”. 

 

Kurt DeStubing, a resident on the property adjacent to the easement, noted that he 

has safety concerns as there are cancer survivors in the area and concerns about 

traffic on the easement at all hours to the tower.  He believes they can find a better 

location for the tower. 

 

Susan Pierwell, owner of the horse ranch adjacent to the proposed project, noted 

concerns about the actual measurements from her home to the tower.  She 

believes the photos of the view provided by Verizon are deceiving.  She stated 

that Verizon told her that they would need access to the tower eight times per 

week for maintenance. She noted serious health concerns with having a tower so 

close to homes and the horse trail.  

 

Jim Sullivan, resident of Oceanside, noted that there are health concerns for 

people, especially cancer survivors, who would be living and sleeping in 

proximity to the tower.  He believes the government should protect residents and 

requested the Commission vote no on the tower location.   

 

Hiko Itokazu, resident, noted that he is in favor of the tower.  He stated that he 

understands health concerns but noted that he is for technology and improvement.  

He stated that Radio Frequencies are found all around us, including from 

televisions and microwaves.    

 

Lyle Smith, resident also noted health concerns and requests the Commission 

deny the project.   

 

Jane Connor, with Verizon, thanked the community for coming to the meeting 

and clarified that the lease required is 20-25 years and that 24 hours 7 days access 

to the tower is required for emergency situations.   

 

Bill Frescas, engineer with Verizon, discussed the Electromagnetic emissions 

(EME) issues and noted that the FCC mandates measurements and Verizon has to 

show that they are in compliance.  He stated that cell sites are located in parks, 

churches, and fire stations.  He discussed the two different types radiation and 

EME levels from household items that emit radio waves.   

 

Commissioner Feng initiated discussion regarding “Rad Tags”.  Mr. Frescas noted 

that professionals who work around cell towers are required to use a Rad Tag 

patch to indicate when a person has been around a certain amount of radiation for 

too long. 
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Commissioner Van Leeuwen initiated discussion regarding the nearest site to the 

tower being referred to as a structure versus a residence.  Senior Planner Kith 

noted that staff was unable to access property to verify if it was a habitable 

structure and noted that on the site plan it was identified as an existing building.  

Planning Director Norris noted that at 144 feet, it still is almost three times as far 

as needed from the tower based on zoning standards.   

 

Commissioner Charlson noted that some of the numbers in the report weren’t 

clear. 

 

The Public Hearing was closed at 7:06 p.m. 

 

Commissioner Van Leeuwen noted that resident input was important and 

sometimes emotional, making the decision difficult. 

 

Commissioner Charlson thanked the public for their comments and noted that the 

project has a big effect on the residents in the near vicinity. He also noted that 

Verizon is trying to provide good service for their many cell phone customers.  

He noted the challenges for the Commission of hearing and weighing on 

terminology and measurements that were discussed.   

 

Vice-Chair Feng noted that he lives next to the “Water Tower” cell site on 

Schleisman.  He noted that the applicant and the residents both have legitimate 

concerns and arguments to be considered.   

 

Commissioner Charlson inquired about the number of and locations of existing 

cell towers in Eastvale and whether they are on commercial, city, county, or 

private property.  Planning Director Norris noted that most are currently located 

in parks and residential property, but could come back to provide the information 

and a map of locations.  

 

Staff reviewed the voting options for the Planning Commission and noted that the 

Public Hearing could be continued to the next Planning Commission meeting for 

further discussion with all Commissioners present. 

 

Vice-Chair Feng requested the applicant provide information to ease the minds of 

the residents relating to their health concerns.   

 

Jane Connor, Verizon representative, noted that the third party independent report 

provided a summary of EME RF levels on the ground and noted that from the 

nearest residence they are at least 93% under the FCC health safety standard. She 

also stated that several health organizations have determined that cell towers are 

safe. 

 

Commissioner Charlson noted that the Commission is only tasked with 

determining if the tower is wanted in the proposed location.    
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City Attorney Cavanaugh emphasized that Federal law mandates that a wireless 

facility cannot be denied based on health issues alone, there would need to be 

other reasons for denial.  

 

Motion: Moved by Charlson, seconded by Van Leeuwen for discussion purposes, 

to deny the project. 

 

Commissioner Van Leeuwen stated that he believes a lot of what was heard was 

emotional and not factual.  He believes the greater community needs to be served 

and prefers a full Commission to hear the item. 

 

Motion failed 1-2 with Charlson voting aye and Van Leeuwen and Vice Chair 

Feng voting no. 

 

Motion: Moved by Feng, seconded by Van Leeuewen, to continue the item to the 

next meeting on June 15, 2016. 

 

Motion passed 3-0 with Charlson, Van Leeuwen, and Vice Chair Feng voting aye. 

 

Commissioner Van Leeuwen requested that the word “structure” be changed to 

“residence”, if it is indeed a residence.   

 

8. CITY STAFF REPORT 

 

8.1 Planning Department Project Status 

 

Planning Director Norris noted that an updated monthly Planning Department 

report would be provided to the Commission prior to the next City Council 

Meeting. 

 

9. COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS 

 

Commissioner Charlson thanked staff for the monthly Planning Department report.  He 

inquired about the status of the property at Schleisman and Hamner as there is no 

sidewalk and there is pedestrian traffic from the Silverlakes park.   

 

Commissioner Van Leeuwen inquired about the vacant lot inside the Enclave shopping 

center.  Planning Director Norris noted that there is temporary approval for an interim 

parking lot area until further development.   

 

Vice-Chair Feng noted that the Eastvale Community Foundation would like to put some 

artwork on the Water Tower cell site on Schleisman and requested that Verizon, as part 

owner of the Water Tower, contact the Foundation. 

 

Vice-Chair Feng noted that he has spoken to Councilmember Lorimore regarding a Sister 

City program. 
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10. ADJOURNMENT    
 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:35 p.m.  

 
Submitted by Margo Wuence, Recording Secretary 

Reviewed and edited by Marc Donohue, City Clerk 
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DATE:  JULY 13, 2016 
 
TO:   HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
 
FROM: MICHELE NISSEN, CITY MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: AGREEMENT FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 

BETWEEN THE CITY OF EASTVALE AND THE COUNTY OF 
RIVERSIDE ON BEHALF OF THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT  

 
 

RECOMMENDATION: APPROVE THE AGREEMENT WITH THE COUNTY OF 
RIVERSIDE THROUGH THE SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT TO PROVIDE LAW 
ENFORCEMENT SERVICES TO THE CITY OF EASTVALE 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Upon incorporation of the City in October of 2010, the City of Eastvale initially entered into an 
agreement with the County of Riverside on behalf of the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 
to provide law enforcement services.  Since incorporation, the City has maintained this 
agreement for contract law enforcement services.  The Eastvale City Council directed and 
authorized the addition of ten (10) patrol hours to the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 
contract law enforcement services beginning in Fiscal Year 2016-17.  This change in services 
levels constituted an amendment to the agreement.  He effective date of this agreement began on 
July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2021. 
 
As set forth in the terms of the agreement, the agreement will automatically renew for an 
additional five (5) year period at the level of service then currently in effect unless prior notice of 
termination is given to the Sheriff and the Riverside County Board of Supervisors no later then 
twelve (12) months preceding the expiration date of the current term of the agreement. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The County agrees, through the Sheriff, to provide municipal police protection within the 
corporate limits of the City of Eastvale to the extent and in the manner as set forth in the attached 
agreement.  It is understood that the Sheriff’s Department shall be the sole provider of general 
and specialized law enforcement services within the corporate limits of City. The Sheriff’s 
services shall encompass duties and functions of the type falling under the jurisdiction of and 
customarily rendered by a police department of the City under State statutes.  Such services shall 
include the enforcement of State Criminal Codes and all pertinent City criminal codes and 
ordinances. Services shall also include traffic enforcement and related services to the extent 
possible given the size of the force provided for in this agreement. The County agrees to provide 
all investigative support necessary to complete criminal investigations. 
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The agreement will provide: 

• Average Patrol Services 90 supported hours per day. (Approximate equivalent of 18.4 
Deputy Sheriff positions @ 1,780 annual productive hours per position) 

 
Dedicated Positions: 

• Two (2) Deputy Sheriff position – Traffic Enforcement Officer 
• Two (2) Deputy Sheriff positions – Zone Policing Officers 
• One (1) Deputy Sheriff position – Motor Officer 
• Two (2) Community Services Officer II positions – Traffic Enforcement 

 
FISCAL IMPACT  
 
Law enforcement contract services are paid from the general fund. 
 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT 
 

• Objective 3.2 - Maintain status as region's Safest City 
o 3.2.1 - Develop budget plan to increase sworn personnel as development occurs. 

 
ATTACHMENT  
 

1. Agreement for Law Enforcement Services Between the City of Eastvale and the County 
of Riverside On Behalf of the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 

 
Prepared by: Michele Nissen, City Manager 
Reviewed by: John Cavanaugh, City Attorney  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 AGREEMENT FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 

 

 BETWEEN THE CITY OF EASTVALE 

 

 AND THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into by and between the CITY OF 

EASTVALE, a General Law City, hereinafter "City," and the COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, a 

political subdivision of the State of California, on behalf of the Riverside County Sheriff's 

Department, hereinafter "County." 

 

IT IS THEREFORE AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 

 

1.       TERM  

 

1.1  Effective Dates.  This Agreement shall be effective from July 1, 2016 through June 

30, 2021. 

 

1.2  Renewal.  In the event City desires to terminate this Agreement at the end of any 

current five (5) year period, the City Council, not later than twelve (12) months preceding the 

expiration date of the current term of this Agreement, shall notify the Sheriff and the Board of 

Supervisors that it wishes to terminate the same; otherwise, this Agreement shall be automatically 

renewed for an additional five (5) year period at the level of service then currently in effect.  As a 

matter of convenience to the parties hereto, and in order to facilitate continuity of the law 

enforcement services provided to City, the parties may mutually approve and ratify any automatic 

renewal of this Agreement retroactively to the effective date of such automatic renewal. 

 

1.3  Termination.  Notwithstanding the provisions of Paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 herein, either 

party may terminate this Agreement upon notice in writing to the other party of not less than 

twelve (12) months prior to the effective termination date. 

 

2.       SCOPE OF SERVICE  

 

2.1  Services.  The County agrees, through Sheriff thereof, to provide municipal police 

protection within the corporate limits of City to the extent and in the manner hereinafter set forth. 

It is understood that the Sheriff’s Department shall be the sole provider of general and specialized 

law enforcement services within the corporate limits of City.  City shall not hire any other persons 

or company to provide general and specialized law enforcement services within the corporate 

limits of City.  However, City is not precluded by any language in this section from hiring an 

unarmed code enforcement unit.  The Sheriff’s services shall encompass duties and functions of 

the type falling under the jurisdiction of and customarily rendered by a police department of the 

City under State statutes.  Such services shall include the enforcement of State Criminal Codes 

and all pertinent City criminal codes and ordinances.  Services shall also include traffic 

enforcement and related services to the extent possible given the size of the force provided for in 

this Agreement.  County agrees to provide all investigative support necessary to complete 
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criminal investigations conducted hereunder.  However, all investigator overtime will be charged 

City at the Board of Supervisors approved hourly overtime rate.            

 

2.2  California Identification System (CAL-ID) and Records Management System    

(RMS) City agrees as a condition of receiving services hereunder to participate in CAL-ID and 

RMS under the terms and conditions set forth in this Section and to pay for these services under 

separate billings. 

             

2.2A Definitions. For purposes of this agreement the following are some of the more 

common definitions which shall apply, but shall not be limited by this reference: 

 

a) Records Management System (RMS) Functions shall mean the software 

functions provided to City by County, which are supplied by the RMS.  These 

functions shall include inquiry and case entry into the RMS, access to the Master 

Name Index, Warrant and Master Location Index and Jail Locator databases. 

               

b) The California Law Enforcement Telecommunications System Access    

(CLETS) shall mean that access to the Department of Justice computers provided 

by County to City. 

     

c) Work Station shall mean those County devices and software, which are used by 

City to access RMS functions and the CLETS. 

               

d) LAWNET shall mean the County’s law enforcement telecommunications 

network consisting of County provided data circuits, digital service units, routers, 

hubs and other County provided hardware and software that is used by City to 

connect work stations to RMS services as defined below.      

 

e) County Services shall mean the collective hardware and software, LAWNET, 

workstations, RMS functions and CLETS. 

          

2.2B  Scope of RMS Services.    County agrees to provide to City full access to the RMS 

and CLETS systems. CLETS access will be provided within the scope of CLETS access   

rules and regulations as established by the California State Department of Justice. 

                          

2.2C Provision of RMS Supervision, Labor and Equipment.   Supervision over the 

provision of County Services, the standards of performance and other matters incident to 

the performance of such services, shall remain with County.   Security of the host system 

and control of LAWNET shall remain with County.   The County shall furnish all labor 

and equipment for the host system necessary to maintain the level of service rendered 

hereunder.  In the event City chooses to provide PC-based equipment for services defined 

herein, the equipment must be configured in accordance with County specifications.  

Further, City shall not alter the configuration of any PC-based equipment used to provide 
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services herein without the permission of Sheriff's Information Technology Officer. 

            

2.2D Establishment of  CAL-ID and RMS Rates and Payment of Costs.  Establishment of 

RMS rates and payments for provided services shall be as specified in Sections 7.2 and 

7.4 of this Agreement. 

 

3.       LEVEL OF SERVICE  

 

3.1  Level of Service Specified.  County shall provide law enforcement services at the 

level specified in Attachment A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 

 

3.2  Variation in Level of Service.  Variation in the level of service shall be made by 

amendment, as provided for in Section 11 of this Agreement, and under the following terms: 

 

If City requests an increase in the level of service to be provided under this Agreement, 

County agrees to provide such increased level of service as soon as is practicable, consistent with 

the ability of the Sheriff to hire and train recruits. 

 

If City elects to reduce the level of service provided herein by ten percent (10%) or 

greater, City must give notice in writing to County not less than twelve (12) calendar months prior 

to the effective date of such reduction.  If City elects to reduce the level of service provided herein 

by less than ten percent (10%), County agrees to reduce the level of service accordingly as soon as 

it is practicable.  The level of service, however, may not be reduced to below the minimum level, 

as determined by County, required to ensure public and officer safety.  

 

4.       CHIEF OF POLICE  

 

The Sheriff will, to the extent practical, coordinate appointment of a Police Chief with 

City and consult with City on final selection for the position. 

 

5.       PROVISION OF SUPERVISION, LABOR, AND EQUIPMENT    

 

5.1  Supervision.  Supervision over the rendition of law enforcement services, the 

standards of performance, the discipline of officers, and other matters incident to the performance 

of such services and the control of personnel so employed, shall remain with County.  The Sheriff 

or a designated representative will meet and confer with the City Manager or a designated 

representative on questions related to the provision of services. 

 

5.2  Labor and Equipment.  For the purpose of performing said services, County shall 

furnish and supply all labor, supervision, equipment, communication services, and supplies 

necessary to maintain the level of service to be rendered hereunder.  Location of the above will 

not necessarily be within City limits.  Notwithstanding anything herein contained, it is agreed that 

in all instances where specific equipment used solely to support specialized enforcement activities 
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within the City not normally provided by the Sheriff is to be used, or where special supplies, 

stationery, notices, forms, and the like related to law enforcement are to be issued in the name of 

City, such equipment and materials shall be supplied by City at its own cost and expense.  Any 

such special equipment or materials so purchased by City shall meet with the Sheriff's 

specifications shall remain within the City limits, and ownership title thereto shall remain with 

City. 

 However, under no circumstances shall City purchase or otherwise provide general patrol 

vehicles for services provided pursuant to this agreement without permission of Sheriff.  The 

County shall provide all marked general Patrol vehicles to City and shall charge City for their use 

on a per mile basis. 

 

5.3   City-Owned Motorcycles and Specialized Support Vehicles.  In the event City 

chooses to provide motorcycles or specialized support vehicles for use in providing services 

hereunder, the motorcycles or specialized support vehicles shall meet minimum specifications 

furnished by County, shall be adequately equipped and ready for use, and shall be registered in the 

name of City.  It is further understood that City is providing motorcycles or specialized support 

vehicles to Sheriff expressly for law enforcement services and shall only be operated by Sheriff’s 

personnel, or persons authorized by the Sheriff.   

 

City shall bear the cost of maintenance, fuel, licensing, and any and all expenses 

associated with use of the motorcycles and specialized support vehicles for the provision of 

services hereunder, which is inclusive of responsibility for any and all cost for physical damage to 

the City-owned motorcycles or specialized support vehicles.    However, County shall be 

responsible for the cost of all third party liability caused by the operation of the City-owned 

motorcycles or specialized support vehicles, including the property damage caused by the 

negligence or wrongful acts of County officers and employees while operating City-owned 

motorcycles and specialized support vehicles.  Motorcycles and specialized support vehicles shall 

be used only for city-approved functions. 

 

5.4   Vehicle Insurance.  City shall maintain insurance for any physical damage to the 

City-owned vehicles in an amount equal to the replacement value of all vehicles provided to the 

County under this agreement.  Policy shall, by endorsement, name the County of Riverside, its 

Departments, Districts, Agencies and Special Districts, their respective directors, officers, Board 

of Supervisors, elected and appointed officials, employees, agents, or representatives as 

Additional Insureds.  Such insurance may be provided through a program of self-insurance. 

 

General Insurance Provisions - All lines: 

a. Any insurance carrier providing insurance coverage hereunder shall be admitted to 

the State of California and have an A.M. BEST rating of not less than an A: VIII (A: 

8) unless such requirements are waived, in writing, by the County Risk Manager.  If 

the County's Risk Manager waives a requirement for a particular insurer such waiver 

is only valid for that specific insurer and only for one policy term.  
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b. The City shall cause their insurance carrier(s) to furnish the County of Riverside 

with 1) a properly executed original Certificate(s) of Insurance and certified original 

copies of Endorsements effecting coverage as required herein; or, 2) if requested to 

do so orally or in writing by the County Risk Manager, provide original certified 

copies of policies including all Endorsements and all attachments thereto, showing 

such insurance is in full force and effect. Further, said Certificate(s) and policies of 

insurance shall contain the covenant of the insurance carrier(s) that shall provide no 

less than thirty (30) days written notice be given to the County of Riverside prior to 

any material modification or cancellation of such insurance.  In the event of a 

material modification or cancellation of coverage, this Agreement shall terminate 

forthwith, unless the County of Riverside receives, prior to such effective date, 

another properly executed original Certificate of Insurance and original copies of 

endorsements or certified original policies, including all endorsements and 

attachments thereto evidencing coverages and the insurance required herein are in 

full force and effect.  Individual(s) authorized by the insurance carrier to do so on its 

behalf shall sign the original endorsements for each policy and the Certificate of 

Insurance.  If County is utilizing City-owned vehicles, operations shall not 

commence until the County of Riverside has been furnished original Certificate (s) of 

Insurance and certified original copies of endorsements or policies of insurance 

including all endorsements and any and all other attachments as required in this 

Section. 

 

c. It is understood and agreed by the parties hereto and the City's insurance 

company(s), that the Certificate(s) of Insurance and policies shall so covenant and 

shall be construed as primary insurance, and the County's insurance and/or 

deductibles and/or self-insured retentions or self-insured programs shall not be 

construed as contributory. 

 

6.       EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF PERSONNEL 

 

6.1  Employment Status.  Any person employed by County for the performance of services 

and functions pursuant to this Agreement shall remain employees of County on special 

assignment to City for the purposes of this Agreement, and shall not be considered employees of 

City.  No such County employee shall have any entitlement to workers' compensation coverage, 

pension, or civil service benefits from City. 

 

6.2  Labor Shortage.  In the event of a work slow-down, strike, or any other form of job 

action by those individuals assigned to City, County agrees to provide only that level of service 

which may be available through mutual aid, pursuant to Government Code Section 8615, et seq.  

City shall be billed only for the actual hours of service received.  

// 

// 

// 
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7.       COMPENSATION      

 

7.1  Payment Basis.  City shall reimburse County the cost of rendering services hereunder 

at rates established by the County Board of Supervisors, which rates shall include all items of cost 

and expense to the Sheriff for providing the services hereunder.  Such cost of services shall be 

established by the County Board of Supervisors in the form of hourly rates for Sheriff’s 

Department personnel, vehicle mileage rates, facility use rates, RMS transaction fees and CAL-ID 

fees. "Cost" as used herein shall not include items of expense attributable to services normally 

provided or available to all territory within the County as part of County's obligation to enforce 

State law.  In addition to any other fees or costs set forth herein, County may impose on City, and 

City shall pay upon receipt of an invoice from County, a criminal justice administrative fee 

consistent with Government Code Section 29550 with respect to arrests made by County 

employees pursuant to this Agreement just as if such arrests had been made by City employees.  

Pursuant to Government Code Section 51350, County shall not charge City for services it would 

provide to any city in the County free of charge.  These services, which are provided at the 

discretion of County, could typically include the services of the Sheriff's Special Investigations 

Bureau, Emergency Services Team, Canine Unit and Aviation Unit.   

 

7.2  Establishment of Costs.  The rates to be charged City shall be adjusted periodically, 

but not more than once each fiscal year, to reflect any changes in the cost to County for providing 

services hereunder.  City shall be notified of any change in the rates to be charged City prior to 

submittal of the proposed change to the County Board of Supervisors for adoption, and City shall 

be given the opportunity to review the proposed change with County personnel.  City shall, 

thereafter, be notified of adoption by County of the rates to be charged City, and said new rates 

shall take effect on the same date as County incurs the associated costs.  Should City, subsequent 

to a rate adjustment, choose not to appropriate or expend any additional monies needed to support 

the level of service theretofore supplied, County reserves the right to reduce the level of service in 

accordance with the amount City is willing to expend.  

 

 7.3 Facility Rate Charges. City shall reimburse County for the costs incurred by the 

Sheriff’s Department at County-owned or leased facilities.  Costs are prorated according to the 

facility’s square footage occupied by a Sheriff’s Department Bureau or Unit. 

 

Calculation of Facility Rates.  The total of the facility’s cost components is divided by the 

appropriate variable number of positions (number of station funded, sworn department funded or 

total Department funded employees depending on the facility in question and the Department 

population served). This cost per funded position is then applied to the number of positions 

chargeable to the contract city to arrive at each contract city’s share of the facility cost.   

 

The County agrees that Facility Rate Station charges to City will not be increased due to 

the Sheriff’s decision to move Contract or unincorporated County Patrol positions from the 

Station. 
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7.4 Payment of Costs.   County, through the Sheriff’s Department, shall provide to 

City within 30 days of the conclusion of each billing period, an itemized statement of the costs for 

services being charged for said billing period.  Billing statements for RMS services will be 

provided quarterly for services being charged for said quarter. City shall remit payment to the 

invoicing department within 30 days after receipt of such statements.  If such payment is not 

received by the County within thirty (30) days after presentation of billing, County may satisfy 

such indebtedness from any funds of the City on deposit with County as provided by law pursuant 

to Government Code Section 907. 

 

7.5    Field Training Costs. Should City elect to add additional Deputy Sheriff positions to 

the level of service described herein, there will be an associated field training cost for each 

additional position. City will be billed, on a separate invoice, up to a maximum of sixteen (16) 

weeks of training on a one-time basis for each additional Deputy position. Said cost will be 

charged at the Unsupported Deputy hourly rate as approved by the County Board of Supervisors. 

Billing will be provided for field training costs in conjunction with the rate adjustment billing. 

Field training costs will not apply to supervisory or classified positions added to the level of 

service. 

 

 7.6  Miscellaneous Costs. There are a number of other service costs that City shall be 

responsible for paying as they are incurred.  These costs are not included as the support or service 

and materials cost components in the fully supported Deputy hourly rate, nor any other such rates 

established by the County Board of Supervisors.  These service costs may include, but are not 

limited to charges from vendors for: crime scene clean-up, blood draws, rape exams, polygraph 

exams, specialized printing jobs exclusive to City and training for personnel requested by City for 

specialized law enforcement. 

 

8.       INDEMNIFICATION AND HOLD HARMLESS   

 

8.1  Indemnification by City.  City shall indemnify and hold harmless the County, its 

Agencies, Districts, Special Districts and Departments, their respective directors, officers, Board 

of Supervisors, elected and appointed officials, employees, agents and representatives from any 

liability, claim, damage or action whatsoever, based or asserted upon any act or omission of City, 

its officers, employees, contractors, agents or representatives arising out of or in any way relating 

to this Agreement, including but not limited to property damage, bodily injury, or death.  City 

shall defend, at its sole cost and expense, including but not limited to attorney fees, cost of 

investigation, defense and settlements or awards, the County, its Agencies, Districts, Special 

Districts and Departments, their respective directors, officers, Board of Supervisors, elected and 

appointed officials, employees, agents and representatives in any such action or claim. With 

respect to any action or claim subject to indemnification herein by City, City shall, at its sole cost, 

have the right to use counsel of its own choice and shall have the right to adjust, settle, or 

compromise any such action or claim without the prior consent of County; provided, however, 

that any such adjustment, settlement or compromise in no manner whatsoever limits or 

circumscribes City's indemnification of County.  City's obligations hereunder shall be satisfied 
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when City has provided to County the appropriate form of dismissal (or similar document) 

relieving the County from any liability for the action or claim involved.  Any insurance coverage 

shall in no way limit or circumscribe City's obligations to indemnify and hold harmless the 

County. 

 

8.2  Indemnification by County.  County shall indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 

Agencies, Districts, Special Districts and Departments, their respective directors, officers, elected 

and appointed officials, employees, agents and representatives from any liability, claim, damage 

or action whatsoever, based or asserted upon any act or omission of County, its officers, 

employees, contractors, agents or representatives arising out of or in any way relating to this 

Agreement, including but not limited to property damage, bodily injury, or death.  County shall 

defend, at its sole cost and expense, including but not limited to attorney fees, cost of 

investigation, defense and settlements or awards, the City, its Agencies, Districts, Special 

Districts and Departments, their respective directors, officers, elected and appointed officials, 

employees, agents and representatives in any such action or claim. With respect to any action or 

claim subject to indemnification herein by County, County shall, at its sole cost, have the right to 

use counsel of its own choice and shall have the right to adjust, settle, or compromise any such 

action or claim without the prior consent of City; provided, however, that any such adjustment, 

settlement or compromise in no manner whatsoever limits or circumscribes County's 

indemnification of City.  County's obligations hereunder shall be satisfied when County has 

provided to City the appropriate form of dismissal (or similar document) relieving the City from 

any liability for the action or claim involved.  Any insurance coverage shall in no way limit or 

circumscribe County's obligations to indemnify and hold harmless the City. 

 

9. ADMINISTRATION 

 

The City Manager of City shall administer this Agreement on behalf of City, and the 

Sheriff shall administer this Agreement on behalf of County. 

 

10. RECORDS 

 

County shall maintain adequate records to discharge its responsibilities under this 

Agreement, and shall permit inspection of County’s appropriate records that relate to City 

services under this Agreement, as allowed by law.  County shall provide City access to 

appropriate records pertaining to City services for approval, funding or auditing services, upon 

reasonable notice.  County shall maintain such records for periods of time as provided by law or 

records retention schedules duly adopted by the appropriate legislative body.  Covenants under 

this Section shall survive the termination of this Agreement. 

 

11.     ALTERATION OF TERMS    

 

No addition to, or alteration of, the terms of this Agreement, whether by written or verbal 

understanding of the parties, their officers, agents, or employees, shall be valid unless made in the 
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form of a written amendment to this Agreement which is formally approved and executed by both 

parties.  No waiver of any term or condition of this Agreement by either party shall be a 

continuing waiver thereof. 

 

 

12.      NOTICES 

 

Any notices required or desired to be served by either party upon the other shall be 

addressed to the respective parties as set forth below: 

 

 

County       City 

 

Stan L. Sniff, Sheriff      City of Eastvale 

Riverside County Sheriff's Department 12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910 

Post Office Box 512                          Eastvale, CA 91752  

Riverside, California   92502              Attn: City Manager   

 

or to such other addresses as from time to time may be designated by the respective parties. 

An information copy of any notice to County shall also be sent to: 

 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

County of Riverside 

4080 Lemon Street, 1st Floor 

Riverside, California    92501 

 

13.      SEVERABILITY 

 

If any provision of this Agreement is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be 

invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remaining provisions shall continue in full force and effect. 

 

14. STANDARD OF CARE 

 

In performing the police services required by this Agreement, County agrees to use that 

degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised under similar circumstances by law enforcement 

officers in performance of the duties required by this Agreement.  All Sheriff’s personnel who 

provide general and specialized law enforcement services to City pursuant to this Agreement shall 

have met the minimum qualifications designated for their specific classification, including a 

background investigation. 

 

15.      JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

   

This Agreement shall be construed under the laws of the State of California.  In the event 
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any action or proceeding is filed to interpret, enforce, challenge, or invalidate any term of this 

Agreement, venue shall lie only in the state or federal courts in or nearest to Riverside County. 

 

16.      ENTIRE AGREEMENT 

 

This Agreement is intended by the parties hereto as a final expression of their 

understanding with respect to the subject matter hereof and as a complete and exclusive statement 

of the terms and conditions thereof and supersedes any and all prior and contemporaneous 

agreements and understandings, oral or written, in connection therewith. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City of Eastvale, by minute order or resolution duly 

adopted by its City Council, has caused this Agreement to be signed by its Mayor and attested and 

sealed by its Clerk, and the County of Riverside, by order of its Board of Supervisors, has caused 

this Agreement to be subscribed by the Chairman of said Board and sealed and attested by the 

Clerk of said Board, all on the dates indicated below. 

 

 

                                                                      CITY OF EASTVALE  

 

 

Dated:__________________            By:___________________________ 

                                                                           Ike Bootsma, Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

By:_____________________ 

 

  

                                                                     COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

 

 

Dated:__________________           By:___________________________ 

                                                                          John J. Benoit, Chair 

                                                                          Riverside County Board of Supervisors 

 

ATTEST: 

 

Kecia Harper-Ihem 

Clerk of the Board 

 

By:_____________________ 

         Deputy



 

 

ATTACHMENT A 

 

CITY OF EASTVALE 

 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
 

 

Average Patrol Services 

              

90 supported hours per day. (Approximate equivalent of 18.4 Deputy Sheriff positions @ 1,780 

annual productive hours per position) 

 

 

Dedicated Positions 

 

Two (2) Deputy Sheriff position – Traffic Enforcement Officer 

Two (2) Deputy Sheriff positions – Zone Policing Officers 

One (1) Deputy Sheriff position – Motor Officer 

Two (2) Community Services Officer II positions – Traffic Enforcement 
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DATE:  JULY 13, 2016 
 
TO:   HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
 
FROM: JOE INDRAWAN, CITY ENGINEER 
 
SUBJECT: SELECTION OF SERVICE PROVIDER FOR ANNUAL TRAFFIC 

SIGNAL MAINTENANCE – AEGIS ITS, INC.  
 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 
1. APPROVE THE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH AEGIS ITS, 

INC. FOR ANNUAL TRAFFIC SIGNAL MAINTENANCE SERVICES; AND 
 

2. AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE NECESSARY 
DOCUMENTS. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City has been using the County of Riverside since incorporation for traffic signal 
maintenance services as part of a comprehensive service contract that the City entered with the 
County to help with the transition being a new city.  The services have been over all acceptable, 
however during the last few years the cost of services has increased significantly due to the 
County increased hourly rates.  In an effort to maintain the traffic signal system at a more 
favorable cost, the city determined it was necessary to request proposals for the services.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The City has circulated a request for proposals (RFP) for annual traffic signal maintenance 
services.  The RFP was advertised on the city’s website and circulated to all traffic signal 
maintenance contractors that have expressed interest in the past.  The County has also been asked 
to participate but declined.  The RFP included the identical routine monthly services as currently 
provided by the County.  In addition, unit costs were provided for labor, equipment and a 
significant number of specific repairs.   
 
A total of five firms submitted proposals and their rankings and fees are listed below: 
 

Rank  Firm      Fee 
    1  Aegis ITS, Inc., Anaheim   $  93,012 
    2  Computer Service Company, Baldwin Park $104,478 
  3  St. Francis Electric, Riverside   $  86,494    
  4  Siemens Industry, Inc.   $115,644 
   5  Bear Electrical Solutions, Anaheim  $ 90, 552 
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The proposals were evaluated on the firm’s qualifications and references (15 points), project 
team’s technical skills and abilities (15 points), understanding of project scope and issues (20 
points), demonstrated ability to meet required response times (20 points), electronic records 
management system (10 points), and maintenance fees and rates (20 points).  Based on the point 
system assigned for this proposal Aegis ITS, Inc., of Anaheim was the highest ranked firm.  The 
two lower priced firms are new companies in the area without local references.  These firms did 
not rank as well in a number of categories for these reasons.    
 
Aegis ITS, Inc., has been providing electrical and traffic signal maintenance services since 2002 
to a number of public agencies.  They currently have contracts with and a history of providing 
prompt and efficient service to the surrounding cities of La Verne, Claremont, Upland, 
Montclair, Fontana and Yucaipa. This is an advantage during emergency callouts, since they are 
routinely doing work within 30 miles of Eastvale.   
 
Aegis staff that will be assigned to the City are very knowledgeable about traffic signal 
operations, synchronization, and traffic policies.  They have highly qualified technicians who 
live in Eastvale, Norco and Corona.  The Eastvale resident will be assigned to our city.    
  
Aegis’s cost for the monthly preventative maintenance and inspection is $69 per signalized 
intersection.  The total annual cost for the City’s 48 intersections including safety lights, street 
name signs, and flashing beacons is $50,364.  In addition, to the routine maintenance there was a 
set number of hours in their proposal for emergency repairs and material in the amount of 
$42,648 annually. The projected total cost is $93,012. 
 
The agreement, which has been approved by the City Attorney is for two years, with up to three 
(3) one-year extensions.  The extensions require City Council approval.  The agreement allows 
for an annual inflation increase after the first two years of the agreement.   
 
Staff has contacted and notified the County of Riverside of the intent to contract out part of the 
services the County is currently providing. The County has agreed that at a later date its contract 
with the City needs to be amended to include reduced scope of services. Staff will return to the 
City Council with such a contract amendment.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT  
 
The city has budgeted $190,000 for fiscal year 2016/2017 from the Gas Tax Fund for the 
citywide traffic signal maintenance services.   
 
This traffic signal maintenance contract represents a cost savings of $97,000 annually. 
 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT - None 
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ATTACHMENT  
 

1.   Professional Services Agreement  
 
Prepared by: Craig Bradshaw, Supervising Engineer 
Prepared by:  Joe Indrawan, City Engineer   
Reviewed by: John Cavanaugh, City Attorney 
Reviewed by: Michele Nissen, City Manager 
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DATE:  JULY 13, 2016 
 
TO:   HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
 
FROM: JOE INDRAWAN, CITY ENGINEER 
 
SUBJECT: SELECTION OF SERVICE PROVIDER FOR ANNUAL ON-CALL 

ASPHALT AND CONCRETE MAINTENANCE – G. M. SAGER 
CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC.  

 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
  

1. APPROVE THE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH G. M. 
SAGER FOR ANNUAL ON-CALL ASPHALT AND CONCRETE 
MAINTENANCE SERVICES; AND 
 

2. AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE NECESSARY 
DOCUMENTS. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City has been using the County of Riverside since incorporation for on-call asphalt and 
concrete maintenance services as part of a comprehensive service contract that the City entered 
with the County to help with the transition being a new city. The services have been over all 
acceptable, however during the last few years the cost of services has increased significantly due 
to the County increased hourly rates. In addition, for services in public rights of way, the County 
Transportation Department is not geared towards providing a full service a general contractor 
does. Due to its limitation, for example, many times the only repair the County can perform is a 
temporary asphalt patch when a permanent patch would be more appropriate.  In an effort to 
better maintain the public rights of way and at the same time to apply cost saving measures a 
specific on-call asphalt and concrete maintenance service contract is appropriate.     
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The city has circulated a request for proposals (RFP) for on call asphalt and concrete 
maintenance services.  The RFP was advertised on the city’s website and circulated to 
contractors that have expressed interest in the past. The County has also been asked to participate 
but declined.  Unit costs were required on a large variety of asphalt and concrete maintenance 
items.  In addition, unit costs were required for labor and equipment for unusual repair items. 
 
A total of three firms submitted proposals and their rankings are listed below: 
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Rank   Firm       
     1   GM Sager Construction Co., Inc., Pomona   
     2   Hardy and Harper, Inc., Santa Ana  
     3   Medina Construction, Jurupa Valley 
    
The proposals were evaluated on the firm’s qualifications and references (15 points); project 
team’s technical skills and abilities (15 points); and maintenance personnel hourly rates/fees (70 
points).  Based on the point system assigned for this proposal GM Sager had substantially the 
lower prices overall and has highly rated references, qualifications and skills.  GM Sager is also 
routinely in the city as JCSD’s contractor for asphalt repairs related to sewer and water related 
works.     
 
The agreement, which has been approved the City Attorney is for two years, with up to three (3) 
one-year extensions.  The extensions require City Council approval.  The agreement allows for 
an annual inflation increase after the first two years of the agreement.   
 
Staff has contacted and notified the County of Riverside of the intent to contract out part of the 
services the County is currently providing. The County has agreed that at a later date its contract 
with the City needs to be amended to include reduced scope of services. Staff will return to the 
City Council with such contract amendment. 
  
FISCAL IMPACT  
 
Based on previous years’ repairs an estimated annual cost for on-call asphalt and concrete 
maintenance is between $35,000 to $50,000. For the current fiscal year 2016/2017, the city is 
budgeting $200,000 from the Gas Tax Fund for general street maintenance and ADA/concrete 
sidewalk replacement program. $100,000 of this amount is slated for asphalt and concrete 
maintenance. The remaining $100,000 is for miscellaneous public maintenance, which will also 
be contracted out if approved by the City Council under a separate staff report.  
 
This service contract is expected to provide up to $50,000 cost saving annually to the City 
budget     
 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT - None 
 
ATTACHMENT  
 

1.   Professional Services Agreement 
 
Prepared by: Craig Bradshaw, Supervising Engineer 
Prepared by:   Joe Indrawan, City Engineer   
Reviewed by: John Cavanaugh, City Attorney 
Reviewed by: Michele Nissen, City Manager 
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DATE:  JULY 13, 2016 
 
TO:   HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
 
FROM: JOE INDRAWAN, CITY ENGINEER 
 
SUBJECT: SELECTION OF SERVICE PROVIDER FOR ANNUAL ON-CALL 

MISCELLANEOUS MAINTENANCE SERVICES – MCE 
CORPORATION  

 
 

RECOMMENDATION:  
 
1. APPROVE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH MCE 

CORPORATION FOR ANNUAL ON-CALL MISCELLANEOUS MAINTENANCE 
SERVICES; AND 

 
2. AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE NECESSARY 

DOCUMENTS. 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City has been using the County of Riverside since incorporation for on-call miscellaneous 
maintenance services as part of a comprehensive service contract that the City entered with the 
County to help with the transition being a new city.  The services have been overall acceptable, 
however during the last few years the cost of services has increased significantly due to the 
County increased hourly rates.  In addition, for several of these services in public rights of way, 
the County Transportation Department is not geared toward providing a full service the way a 
general contractor does.  This types of services include the following; temporary street patching, 
sign repair, street markings, weeds abatement, traffic control assistance, storm drain cleaning, 
tree removal and trimming.  The city has growing needs for these types of services, which is best 
served by a specialty contractor.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The City has circulated a request for proposals (RFP) for on-call miscellaneous maintenance 
services.  The RFP was advertised on the city’s website and circulated to contractors that have 
expressed interest in the past.  The County has also been asked to participate but declined.  Four 
contractors expressed interest in submitting bid proposals, although only MCE Corporation 
(MCE) submitted a bid.  As part of the bid proposal unit costs were required on a variety of item, 
including labor and equipment costs.       
 
MCE has experience in providing contract services in a variety of public works maintenance 
disciplines.  They provide multifaceted maintenance programs in park, landscape, streets, 



CITY OF EASTVALE 
CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 

ITEM 8.4 

facilities and drainage maintenance to multiple public agencies. MCE was recently awarded the 
Public Works Maintenance Contract for Jurupa Valley effective July 1, 2016.   In our area MCE 
also has annual maintenance contracts with Diamond Bar and Pomona.   
 
The professional services agreement, which has been approved by the City Attorney is for two 
years, with up to three (3) one-year extensions.  The extensions require City Council approval.  
The agreement allows for an annual inflation increase after the first two years of the agreement.   
 
Staff has contacted and notified the County of Riverside of the intent to contract out part of the 
services the County is currently providing.  The County has agreed that at a later date its contract 
with the City needs to be amended to include reduced scope of services.  Staff will return to the 
City Council with such a contract amendment.    
 
FISCAL IMPACT  
 
The city is currently budgeting $100,000 for miscellaneous maintenance services with the 
County for fiscal year 2016/2017.  MCE’s proposed prices for the same services will reduce 
costs by approximately fifty percent or $50,000.    
 
This service contract is expected to provide an additional $50,000 annually for an expanded 
scope of services throughout the city.     
 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT - None 
 
ATTACHMENT  
 

1.   Professional Services Agreement  
 
Prepared by: Craig Bradshaw, Supervising Engineer 
Prepared by:   Joe Indrawan, City Engineer   
Reviewed by: John Cavanaugh, City Attorney 
Reviewed by: Michele Nissen, City Manager 
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DATE:  JULY 13, 2016 
 
TO:   HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
 
FROM: MARC DONOHUE, CITY CLERK 
 
SUBJECT: REVISE THE ORDER OF ITEMS ON THE CITY COUNCIL 

AGENDA 
 

RECOMMENDATION: DISCUSS AND PROVIDE DIRECTION TO STAFF. 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
At the June 22, 2016 City Council meeting, Councilmember Lorimore made a request to move 
City Staff Reports, Councilmember Communications and Committee Reports prior to Public 
Hearings and City Council Business on the agenda.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
With the recommended change by Councilmember Lorimore, the order of the agenda would be 
as follows: 
 

1. Call to Order 
2. Flag Salute 
3. Presentations/Announcements 
4. Student Liaison Report 
5. Public Comment 
6. Consent Calendar 
7. City Manager/City Staff Report 
8. City Council Communications 
9. Committee Reports 
10. Public Hearings 
11. City Council Business 
12. Closed Session 
13. Adjournment 

 
Staff is seeking direction to either keep the agenda order of items as-is or to proceed with the 
recommendation from Councilmember Lorimore.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT - None 
 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT - None 
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ATTACHMENT - None 
 
Prepared by: Marc Donohue, City Clerk 
Reviewed by: John Cavanaugh, City Attorney 
Reviewed by: Michele Nissen, City Manager 
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