Anderson, Earl
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dan Sowers <dsowers430@gmail.com>
Thursday, May 6, 2021 1:06 PM
Anderson, Earl
[EXTERNAL] Proponent: Cell phone tower around Queen’s Lake

Hi Earl,
Alison Sakimura of Creekside Landing neighborhood shared with us the proposal to erect a cell phone tower in
the vicinity of Queen’s Lake Middle School. The informative post on our community’s Facebook page was met
with mixed reviews, some included potential health effects.
I’m a board certified health physicist - a specialist in radiation protection - and have coauthored the linked fact
sheet on cell phone use: http://hps.org/documents/Mobile_Telephone_Fact_Sheet_update_May_2010.pdf
I fully support the proposed tower to increase our mobile phone reception in the neighborhood and Colonial
Parkway. I have two daughters, one going to Queen's Lake middle school next year and another still at
Magruder Elementary. As an expert, I have no health concerns for either of them, or any other family or child in
the neighborhood or at the schools. I have shared this widely in our neighborhood. Should you need an expert to
discuss the microwaves and radio waves emitted from the tower and our mobile devices or dispel rumors as to
any purported deleterious health effects I’m happy to help out. You can reach me at 808-341-4559 and
dsowers430@gmail.com.
Regards,
Dan Sowers
WARNING: This email originated outside York County's email servers. Please verify the sender's
identity, and use caution when clicking any links or opening any attachments.
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Health Physics Society
Specialists in Radiation Safety

Introduction

Cell Phones and 5G Technology

The amazing device in your pocket called a cell phone or mobile phone, whether a flat-screen smart phone or a flip phone
with a number pad, uses nonionizing radiation to transmit and receive voice and digital data. Technology tends to become
“smarter” and more efficient as iterations of a certain process mature in industry. The 5th generation of mobile phone
technology (that is, 5G) is no exception and operates at lower average energy levels than previous technology. To date, no
adverse health effects have been established from cell phone use or being in proximity to cell towers.

What Is Nonionizing Radiation?
Radiation may be classified into two types: nonionizing and ionizing. Put simply, nonionizing radiation differs from
ionizing radiation in the way it acts on materials like air, water, and living tissue. Unlike x rays and other forms of
ionizing radiation, nonionizing radiation does not have enough energy to remove electrons from atoms and molecules.

Courtesy of NASA

Nonionizing radiation exists all around us from many sources such as the sun, power lines, microwave ovens, radios,
wireless fidelity (Wi-Fi) internet routers, cell phones, and cell towers, including 5G. Radiation in this context means
energy that propagates through space, such as light from a flashlight. The dividing line between ionizing and nonionizing
radiation occurs in the ultraviolet part of the electromagnetic spectrum. Radiation in the ultraviolet band and at lower
energies (to the left of ultraviolet) is nonionizing radiation, while at the higher energies to the right of the ultraviolet band
it is called ionizing radiation. As we move to the left of the visible light band, we move to lower frequencies and lower
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energies and longer wavelengths. By “frequency” we mean how many cycles of the wave occur in a given time—usually
expressed in cycles per second or hertz (Hz). The wavelength is the distance between wave peaks. In these lower
frequencies on the left side of the electromagnetic spectrum, we find infrared, microwave, and radiofrequency (RF)
radiation. Microwaves share their frequencies as part of the RF band, so in this fact sheet, the reference to RF includes
frequencies within the microwave band. Familiar devices such as Wi-Fi routers, Bluetooth® systems, and cell phones
operate in the RF range.

Health Effects of Radiofrequency Radiation
To date, no credible evidence of adverse health effects has been established for cell phone use or being in proximity to
cell towers. It is well established that excessive exposure to RF energy at high power levels is potentially hazardous,
principally due to excessive heating of tissue. Hazards include skin
burns and other thermal damage to tissue, cataracts, and
physiological effects resulting from excessive heat deposition in
To date, no adverse health effects
the body. Cell phones, however, operate at power levels that are
have been established from
far too low to result in such thermal hazards.

cell phone use or being in

The question of adverse health effects from cell phones has been
proximity to cell towers.
studied by scientists and health agencies since the early 1990s. In
response to public concerns, industry and governments have
supported numerous animal and human studies, and there is now a
large amount of relevant scientific literature on the topic. These reports agree that available credible evidence does not
show that the use of cell phones or exposure to emissions from their base stations (cell towers) causes brain cancer or any
other health effect.

Safety Standards for Radiofrequency Radiation
Exposure guidelines have been developed to guard against hazards from excessive exposure to RF energy by a number of
reputable organizations. The Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers’ most recently revised standard was
published in March 2019 (IEEE 2019). The International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection guidelines
were updated in 2020 (ICNIRP 2020) with information from the World Health Organization, the Scientific Committee on
Emerging and Newly Identified Health Risks, and the Swedish Radiation Safety Authority.
In the US, RF exposures are regulated by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). Current FCC limits date to
1996 (FCC 1997), but in August of 2019, the FCC issued a press release stating that it intends to maintain its current RF
exposure safety standards, citing a statement from the director of the US Food and Drug Administration Center for
Devices and Radiological Health that the “available scientific evidence to date does not support adverse health effects in
humans due to exposures at or under the current limits . . . .” (FCC 2019).

5G: What Is It? How Does It Differ From the Other Gs?
Fifth Generation, or 5G, refers to a set of standards for cellular networks. Networks known as 5G can be significantly
faster than those of the past, e.g., 3G or 4G. 5G is improved because it has faster transfer rates and shorter delays. It is
essentially the next generation of wireless communications technology. The new 5G technology is not specific to any
frequency—it will operate across a wide range of the RF spectrum.
Fifth Generation technology is a jump forward in communications technologies. The uses and implications of the
technology are far reaching and will impact medicine, agriculture, transportation, energy, and many other areas. Example
applications include medical device control (e.g., cardiac devices or insulin pumps), high-resolution entertainment
streaming, video gaming, remote control over aircraft and other vehicles, smart home technology, and augmented reality
systems, to name but a few.
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Health Effects of 5G
There are three issues that may concern the public related to exposure from
5G: exposures from base stations, environmental exposures, and exposure
from your own phone. Let’s look at all three.
First, exposures from base stations. Wireless carriers are legally required to
ensure that their stations comply with regulatory limits, which are set with a
substantial safety factor to help ensure protection of public health. A recent
study determined that each 5G cell tower may result in overall lower
radiation fields than those generated by current technologies (Chiaraviglio
et al. 2019). The 5G antennas are “smart” in that they use focused beams,
each capable of propagating in a different direction. Signals are focused
toward specific users, and areas with no users have significantly lower
signals. The net effect is that time-averaged exposure levels to the
population will be lower than those from current technologies.
Second, environmental exposures. Numerous researchers have examined
human exposures to RF radiation in urban areas. Measured exposures were
a small fraction of accepted national and international limits. The biggest source of exposure is our own smart phone.
Exposures from 5G networks are anticipated to not be very different from those we currently experience from 3G and 4G
networks and are likely lower. Exposure levels are expected to remain well below internationally accepted exposure limits
and, from a regulatory perspective, must always comply with the exposure limits.
Courtesy of F. Muhammad from Pixabay

Third, exposures from your cell phone and Bluetooth earpiece. Your cell
phone is a smart device that attempts to optimize reception by increasing or
decreasing power based on the signal it receives from a base station. It
emits more RF energy when it is far from a base station. Very little energy
is emitted when you have “full bars” of connectivity with the cell tower.
The energy emitted by your cell phone is far below that which would create
a thermal hazard. Your Bluetooth wireless earpieces emit significantly less
RF than your cell phone does; so if you intend to further reduce your RF
exposure, use a wireless earpiece or even a wired headset while your phone
is in your hand or your pocket.
Another area of expressed concern has been the expanded use of higher
frequencies to enable greater speed and data throughput in the deployment of
5G. Although not traditionally used in the past for cell phone use, the biological
effects at these frequencies are well known and included in the international
Courtesy of Free-Photos from Pixabay
standards. As stated earlier, wireless carriers are required to ensure that these
exposure safety standards are met regardless of frequency used.

Should I Be Worried About 5G or Other RF Exposures?
The Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency stated it the most clearly: “There is no established
evidence that low level radio wave exposure from 5G and other wireless telecommunications can affect the immune
system or cause any other long term or short term health effects” (ARPANSA 2020).
Further, the Committee on Man and Radiation, which is comprised of career professionals who deal with environmental
and health issues associated with electromagnetic exposures from across the nonionizing spectrum, concluded that “while
we acknowledge gaps in the scientific literature, particularly for exposures at millimeter wave frequencies, the likelihood
of yet unknown health hazards at exposure levels within current exposure limits is considered to be very low, if they exist
at all” (Bushberg et al. 2020).
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Commonly Asked Questions
Below are some commonly asked questions and answers from experts in the field of nonionizing radiation protection. Still
have questions? Check out our Ask the Experts feature for more on cell phones, RF radiation, and powerline fields.
Question: I live and work near cell towers. Should I be concerned about my RF exposure?
Answer: The RF levels from cell towers are far below US and other regulatory safety limits. Health agencies have
repeatedly studied the large body of scientific literature related to RF fields and health and they consistently conclude that
no clear evidence exists that RF exposure levels below international limits produce any adverse health effects, although
they all recommend that more research be done. Some individuals have reported nonspecific symptoms such as headaches
when they consider themselves to be exposed to RF fields at levels far below safety limits, but controlled studies have
failed to link the symptoms to actual RF exposure, as opposed to the belief of an individual that he/she has been exposed.
Read the full answers to Q13181 and Q11223 for more information.
Question: I am pregnant. Is it safe to use my cell phone?
Answer: A cell phone emits electromagnetic radiation of various frequencies at very low intensity and would not affect
the development of a fetus, even if the mother placed the cell phone on her abdomen during her pregnancy. The mother's
reproductive and developmental risk for her growing embryo would not be altered by these exposures.
Question: I am concerned about the nonionizing radiation my four-year-old son gets. He is exposed to Wi-Fi, a giant TV,
an iPad, cell phones, and cordless phones and his food is microwaved. I have read that both the pulsing of Wi-Fi and lowfrequency nonionizing radiation can be harmful. Is this true?
Answer: The kinds of exposures you mentioned (use of tablet computers, cell phones, Wi-Fi, etc.) are entirely ordinary in
modern society. While they may involve some exposure to electromagnetic fields including RF energy, the levels of
exposure are invariably far below US and major international exposure limits. Additionally, some of the things you
mentioned (eating microwaved food, being near a TV) do not entail any noticeable exposure to electromagnetic fields.
The known hazards of RF energy are associated with excessive heating of tissue and do not occur with ordinary use of
consumer devices. For many years, there has been some level of public concern about health risks from low-level RF
exposure. In response, thousands of studies of various description have been conducted during the past half century on
biological effects and possible health hazards of RF energy. These have been reviewed by many health agencies, who
have consistently failed to find clear evidence of any health hazard from RF exposure below internationally accepted
safety limits. Check out the full answer to Q12067 for additional details.
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700 Schooner Blvd
Williamsburg, VA 23185
May 12, 2021
Department of Planning & Development Services
100 County
P.O. Box 532
Yorktown, VA 23690-0532
Dear Directors:
I am pleased to submit this comment in response to the Notice of Public Hearing on Application
No. UP-966-21 (Cellco Partnership). For the following reasons, I urge the Planning Commission
to deny the application.
The modern world relies heavily on cell phones for communication, and these devices in turn
rely on some form of wireless coverage for connection. Traditionally, that coverage has been
provided by cell towers dotting the landscape. However, modern cell technology does not rely
quite so heavily on towers for coverage. New construction should focus on new technology; as
networks are now transitioning to 5G, it is critical to understand that 5G antennas install on
lower-impact structures such as “on light poles, the tops of buildings, and even street lights.”1
Although 5G can retrofit onto existing structures like cell towers, there is no need to build a new,
nearly 200-foot tower to support the technology. But even if the goal is to expand coverage of
legacy technologies, a new tower does little to advance this goal.
Verizon’s own coverage map indicates strong coverage throughout the area in question. The
entire Queens Lake area is designated “5G Nationwide (includes 4G LTE coverage).”2 (see
Attachment 1). According to Verizon’s presentation at the community meeting, there are
multiple towers within two miles or less of the proposed site, each with heights lower than that
proposed, and each located further away from dense residential use. If current coverage is
produced collectively by those towers, then there is no appreciable benefit to outweigh the
significant cost borne by residents, especially since so many of us have been home bound during
the pandemic.
Contrary to Verizon’s presentation at the community meeting, demand for high-speed internet
increased during the pandemic, not access to wireless cell phone coverage. Although phone app
usage increased during the pandemic, that usage translated into increased usage of Wi-Fi data,

1

See Tim Fisher, 5G Cell Towers: Why You See Them and How They Work, Lifewire (Mar. 24, 2021),
https://www.lifewire.com/5g-cell-towers-4584192.
2
Explore 4G LTE and 5G Network Coverage in Your Area, Verizon (2021), https://www.verizon.com/coveragemap/?AID=11365093&SID=tuid%3A316719FE807E6F26269F1694816C6EF8&vendorid=CJM&PUBID=9069228
&cjevent=1de6d5b6b33511eb826b5af10a82b838&CMP=afc_m_p_cj_na_ot_21_99_affiliate9069228_11365093&cjdata=MXxOfDB8WXww (searched under “23185” zip code and zoomed to the local area).
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which relies on wired connections to the home.3 When at home, users rely on their higher Wi-Fi
data caps than on cell phone plans, especially since Wi-Fi signals are generally much stronger
than cell signals inside any home.4 Likewise, most productivity devices, such as laptops, desktop
computers, tablets, etc., rely mostly or even exclusively on Wi-Fi. Proliferation of Wi-Fi access
in this area is significant, with full access to Cox service in every home. Knowing this, all of the
major cell networks support Wi-Fi calling to supplement cell coverage, which routes cell phone
calls through reliable home internet service.5 Although there is no apparent gap in Verizon
coverage in the area at issue, the only provider of high-speed home internet access in this area is
Cox. Verizon’s investment would be far better spent expanding Fios fiber internet access in this
area,6 rather than erecting an unnecessary cell tower. This is an alternative ignored in Verizon’s
application, likely because it expects to offset its investment through tower leases to other cell
providers. In the meantime, this cell tower only provides service to Verizon subscribers in an
area already designated with high-quality access to its service. But the cost to residents, not the
profit-margin borne by Verizon, that must be offset in the approval of this permit application, a
test that Verizon fails in this case.
The view enjoyed by residents in Creekside Landing will be significantly marred by the
construction of this needless tower, resulting in aesthetic, safety, and property value costs far
exceeding the project’s benefit. Residents along Spinnaker Way will have an inescapable
galvanized steel pole overwhelming their back yards, rising above any trees that might hope to
mitigate it. Meanwhile, residents along the entirety of Schooner Blvd, who have already endured
two years of Interstate 64 construction with more to come, will be met on the other side with the
same view, especially from their second-floor bedrooms. All residents of the community will be
severely impacted by the construction of this tower and its long access easement along Schooner
Blvd. The project will block children’s trail access to the school, forcing those who walk to
school to re-route along roads with heavy traffic and limited sidewalks. Having lived previously
in neighborhoods surrounded by construction, I can report that this construction will drive away
potential homebuyers—particularly those with school-age children, our primary demographic—
immediately and permanently reducing home values. These losses will also negatively impact
property tax revenues. Again, this project presents no benefit that outweighs these significant
costs.
Although the FAA has designated this project as not needing lighting as proposed, this may not
remain the case depending on the evolution of air traffic patterns to Camp Peary. Under
Advisory Circular 70/7460-1M, the FAA may recommend lighting on towers below 200 feet tall
“depending on terrain features, . . . geographic location, . . . and overall design layout.”7 Aircraft
often fly to and from Camp Peary at low altitude from all directions. This tower is likely
3

See Twigby, U.S. Study Finds COVID-19 Pandemic Transforms Cell Phone Usage, PR Newswire (May 28, 2020,
9:09 AM), https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/us-study-finds-covid-19-pandemic-transforms-cell-phoneusage-301066502.html.
4
See Pros and Cons to Using WiFi and Cellular Internet, Actiontec (Mar. 20, 2020),
https://www.actiontec.com/blog/pros-and-cons-to-using-wifi-and-cellular-internet/.
5
See Simon Hill & Paula Beaton, What is Wi-Fi Calling, and How Does It Work?, Digitaltrends (Mar. 21, 2021),
https://www.digitaltrends.com/mobile/wi-fi-calling-guide/.
6
See Verizon Fios (2021), https://www.verizon.com/home/fios#fios_means_ultra (no availability indicated in
Creekside Landing).
7
AC 70/7460-1M (Nov. 16, 2020), para. 2.1.
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designed to be 199 feet to avoid elevated review by the FAA.8 Given that the proposed cell tower
is near the approach course to the Camp Peary runway, there is real risk that the site could be
subject to lighting requirements in the future. Even if lighting remains a non-issue, the tower will
present a danger to frequent low-flying military aircraft. This will further endanger residents
surrounding the site.
Finally, the applicant and the county both failed to inform affected residents in time for
meaningful contribution to this process. In the community meeting, the Verizon representative
stated that “postcards went out” and that Creekside Landing residents were informed via
Facebook. The sole attendees of the meeting besides Verizon employees—a member of the York
County Board of Supervisors and one other resident outside of Creekside Landing—both
expressed confusion over why no residents of Creekside Landing were in attendance. Although
there was a pair of posts on the restricted Creekside Landing Facebook page on April 21 by an
individual who is not a HOA Board member nor employee of the HOA’s management company,
such a post is quickly buried by other Facebook minutiae, and it cannot reach affected residents
who happen to not track Facebook on an hourly basis. Critically, I was only made generally
aware of some possible action by a sign posted at the corner of West Queens and Schooner on
May 7—well after the community meeting—but not of the action itself until Chesapeake Bay
Management posted Earl Anderson’s April 28 notice on its Community Feed on May 11. There
are no reports of receipt of postcards.
As would be expected by this lack of communication, there were no residents of Creekside
Landing in attendance at the April 29 community meeting, leaving those most-affected with the
least opportunity to weigh in. Now, the applicant and the county rely on access to a YouTube
recording of this meeting to inform the public of the permit action, yet are only offering an inperson hearing on the matter with an effective single-day notice to those affected. The county
can and should do a better job protecting its residents. It can start by denying the permit, or at the
very least by postponing hearing, and any subsequent determinations, on this matter.
The county’s top priorities are exemplary public safety, value-driven economic development
(“sensitive to community character and the environment”), and excellent education
opportunities.9 Approving a superfluous tower in a residential area with exquisite natural beauty
and safety for children goes against all of these priorities. The Planning Commission must deny
this permit application.
Respectfully,

Kyle Durch
Enclosed:
Attachment 1 – Verizon Coverage Map
8
9

See id.
York County FY2022 Proposed Budget 47–48 (Mar. 16, 2021).
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Attachment 1 – Verizon Coverage Map
Current as of May 12, 2021, 1:57 PM

Centered on Queens Lake Middle School; map extends past current cell tower locations.

4

Same map, pictured with legend.
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Anderson, Earl
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karol Kozak Lester <Karol_beautycounter@outlook.com>
Wednesday, May 12, 2021 4:59 PM
Anderson, Earl
[EXTERNAL] Proposed cell tower at Queens Lake Middle School

Dear Mr. Anderson,
My family relocated to Creekside Landing 3 weeks ago and learned of the proposed cell tower at Queens Lake
Middle School, which would be in view of our new home. I am unable to attend the meeting tonight. I
apologize for the late message. I hope you will be able to present this at the Planning Commission Meeting.
I personally oppose the tower being constructed at this location.
The proposed tower is taller than any in the immediate area and I am concerned with the possibility of other
structures that could be added over time. I love our neighborhood's treelined entrance, that is not just used
by cars coming in/out of the neighborhood, but joggers, bikers, and children playing. My own daughter will
use the paths between Schooner to the middle school, which sounds like it will be blocked by this new
structure.
In addition, according to many organizations including the American Cancer Society, we need more research
on the long‐term effects of RF wave exposure on our health. I am surprised that York County would turn over
property from a public school to Verizon to build on. There must be another place to erect such a structure
that is further from a school and neighborhood.
Please add my message to those of other concerned neighborhood and county residents. I appreciate you
taking the time to read this note.
With gratitude,
Karol Kozak Lester
101 Starboard Court

Karol Kozak Lester
Director
434.466.2791 | karol_beautycounter@outlook.com
beautycounter.com/karolkozak-lester

Our mission is to get safer products in the hands of everyone.
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