Steven Ulrich
5150 Steves Way
El Dorado Hills. CA 95762

June 26, 2023

El Dorado County Community Development Services
Planning and Building Department

Attn: Cameron Welch

2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

Dear Mr. Welch,

Attached is a letter of opposition to project file # CUP23-0011. Please include the letter and exhibits in
the aforementioned file for review by the Planning Department and other interested parties.

Additionally, please include myself in any notices or other correspondence concerning this project.

Sincerely,

Steven Ulrich

CUP23-0011
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El Dorado County Community Development Services
Planning and Building Department

Attn: Cameron Welch

2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

June 26, 2023

Re: Letter of objection to project file # CUP23-0011

Dear Esteemed Members of the Planning Commission,

It has recently come to our attention that Verizon Wireless has submitted a proposal to build a large
cellular communication tower less than 500 feet from our home and approximately one dozen of our
neighbors. We are objecting to this project for the following reasons:

1y

2)

3)

4)

The tower to be constructed will be in excess of 100 feet tall with approximately 21 antennae
attached to it. Our home is directly in sight of the tower and higher than the tower so our view
will include both the tower and the associated equipment within the small chain link fence
surrounding the 40' x 40" area around the tower. This is a rural area and we believe the project
will not only be an eyesore that will ruin the view from our home but as a former real estate
agent I have no doubt the placement of the project in this area will detract from the value of the
surrounding homes.

The amount of commercial equipment visible will not only be an eyesore from our vantage
point but will also disrupt the peace and quiet in this area of homes on acreage. It is our
understanding that there will be a large, automatically operated generator along wi  cooling
systems/motors in place to service the tower. Although the applicants claim that the noise level
will be low, noise travels far in this area due to lack of obstructions to block noises. Any noise
generated from this equipment or work being performed on the equipment will still be heard
and annoying. Again, it will detract from the peacefulness of the area and hence, detract from
the value of the surrounding homes.

There are alternate sites available according to the application. Some of the other property
owners apparently did not respond to inquiries from the applicant and we can understand why,
mainly due to the same reasons we are stating. We believe these type of industrial sites belong
in either commercially zoned areas or in more remote areas so they do not interfere with the
local residents in such a destructive way. There is a large church to the west of our property on
Green Valley Road that would be idecal for this type of project. If it's a matter of elevation, the
applicant would have the option to extend the height of the tower to overcome that obstacle.
Due to concerns everywhere of Microwave Radiation emitted by these type of large, cellular
towers this concern will be especially true in the area of this proposed tower. The plication
mentions the tower will be within Federal Communications guidelines but those are generally
used to monitor the radiation at ground level. Additionally, the report attached to the
application that references radiation is only a “computer emission prediction” that may or may
not be accurate in this case. The bulk of the radiation will be emitted at the height of the
antennae whereas our home and others will be at this level and receiving much more radiation
than ground level throughout the day, which the report does not address. We have young
grandchildren living next door to our home and they spend a lot time at our house/ property so it
is especially troubling knowing they will be exposed to this excessive amount of radiation, the




5)

results of which may not be known for another 20 years according to data we've read. (See
attached Exhibit “A”, Cell Tower Radiation llazards and Solutions written by Professor Girish
Kumar, Exhibit “B” Human Exposure to Radio Frequencies Fields: Guidelines for Cellular
Antenna Sites written by the Federal Communications Commission, Exhibit “C” Microwave
Frequency Electromagnetic Fields Produce Widespread Neuropsychiatric Effects Including
Depression published by U.S. Government National Library of Medicine, and Exh it “D” We
Have No Reason to Believe 5G Is Safe article in the Scientific American.)

Although the project does not mention much in the way of lights at the site, lighting the area
would also be an issue as it would more than likely be intense and interfere with the view of the
surrounding area.

We believe the above reasons should be enough to disaj rove this project at this location by our local
government who is the last line of defense of their constituents from unwanted interference by large
corporations whose only job is to make money for their sharcholders. However, if our rights are not
taken into account and the project is approved, we believe there should be restrictions attached to the
approval as in any other project brought before the Planning Commission as follows:

)]

2)

3)

The proposed tower is designed as a “Mono-Pine” design which would look out of place in this
area. Another option in this County is an oak tree design. This type of tower would fit in better
with the oak tree landscape that has made this County famous.

The proposed fence around the project is a cheap, metal “cyclone” fence with cheap plastic
strips added and circular barbed or razor wire topping it. This has a mini-prison look and is
totally unacceptable. We believe a better alternative would be a tan, concrete-block perimeter
wall, 8' in height, and a concrete-block building to house the noisy equipment wit 1 it.
Additionally, the area around the outside of the compound should have native trees and bushes
planted to further camouflage the compound.

Homeowners who have direct sight of the compound should be offered compensation so they
can plant trees and vegetation on their property in order to block the view of this project.
Although the homes in this area are considered costly, several owners are retired and on fixed
incomes and would be unable to afford the cost to put in their own trees to block this compound
from view.

We ask the Planning Commission to remember, we did not ask for this project. We just ask you to
consider our objections and hopefully, you will not approve this project as presented.

Qinrcaraly
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5150 Steves Way
El Dorado Hills, CA 95672
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Cellular cell site towers are typically 50-200 feet high.






ICNIRP is only intended to protect the public against
short term gross heating effects and NOT against
'biological’ effects suc 1 as cancer and genetic damage
from long term low level microwave exposure from
mobile phones, masts and many other wireless devices.
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B  Naila: (Eger H 2004, 2009)
3-fold increase in new malignancies wit n
400m from a mast after five years exposure
GERMANY Breast Cancer topped the list.
Cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin
melanoma, lung and blood cancer increased.

Berlin - Head of cancer registry, 2006
7 fold increase in breast cancer

!

250,000 Swedes are electro hypersensitive out
of a population of 9,000,000.

One of the first countries where mobile
technology was introduced (approx. 15 years ago).

SWEDEN



May 17, 2011

[ Scientists found between 1996 and 2006 died in
Belo Horizonte a total of 4924 victims of cancer
types that may be caused by electrc iagnetic
radiation, such as tumors in the prostate, breast,
lung, kidneys and liver.

0 80% of victims lived within 500 m’s away from cell phone
antennas

Source
















































_U—Itimately, everything is related to Energy

Energy = (Power x Time)

If we want to be safe for:

Above values are for continuous exposure. If we
are exposed for only a few hours per day, then
we can afford to be exposed to higher radiation
density.













MTWith immediate affect, we should adopt safe radiation
level as 0.01 W/m?, so power transmitted from each tower
must be reduced.

People must be informed about harmful effects of
radiation and this is being done to protect them.

MRequires large number of towers with reduced output
power, more number of repeaters, fiber optic solutions, etc.




LUtmost care must be taken to ensure that main beam of
the antenna is not in the direction of residential/office
buildings as well as, where there is large concentration of
people, animals, birds, trees, etc. Operators must be
informed:

{ ’




U Low power RF output (max. 1 to 2 Watts) means
less heating and power consumption, so cooling
cost is reduced, low power solar solution can be
adopted, carbon credit can be claimed.

» sGovt. can reduce the license fee




»Produced by Multi-Billion S Companies

»Industries deny any health problem

»0ne can not see it

»0ne can not move away if his house/office is
near cell towers












Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Fields:
Guidelines for Cellular Antenna Sites

Primary antennas for transmitting wireless telephone service, including cellular and Personal
Communications Service (PCS), are usually located outdoors on towers, water tanks and other
elevated structures like rooftops and sides of buildings. The combination of antenna towers and
associated electronic equipment is referred to as a “cellular or PCS cell site” or “base station.” Cellular
or PCS cell site towers are typically 50-200 feet high. Antennas are usually arranged in groups of three,
with one antenna in each group used to transmit signals to mobile units, and the other two antennas
used to receive signals from mobile units.

At a cell site, the total radio frequency (RF) power that can be transmitted from each transmitting
antenna depends on the number of radio channels (transmitters) that have been authorized by the
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and the power of each transmitter. Although the FCC
permits an effective radiated power (ERP) of up to 500 watts per channel (depending on the tower
height), the majority of cellular or PCS cell sites in urban and suburban areas operate at an ERP of 100
watts per channel or less.

An ERP of 100 watts corresponds to an actual radiated power of 5-10 watts, depending on the type of
antenna used. In urban areas, cell sites commonly emit an ERP of 10 watts per channel or less. For
PCS cell sites, even lower ERPs are typical. As with all forms of electromagnetic energy, { : power
density from a cellular or PCS transmitter rapidly decreases as distance from the antenna increases.

Consequently, normal ground-ievel exposure is much less than the exposure that might be
encountered if one were very close to the antenna and in its main transmitted beam. Measurements
made near typical cellular and PCS cell sites have shown that ground-level power densities are well
below the exposure limits recommended by RF/microwave safety standards used by the FCC.

Guidelines

in 1996, the FCC adopted updated guidelines for evaluating human exposure to RF fields from fixed
transmitting antennas such as those used for cellular and PCS cell sites. The FCC’s guide 1es are
identical to those recommended by the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements
(NCRP), a non-profit corporation chartered by Congress to develop information and recommendations
concerning radiation protection. The FCC’s guidelines also resemble the 1992 guidelines
recommended by the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE), a non-profit technical and
professional engineering society, and endorsed by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI), a
nonprofit, privately-funded membership organization that coordinates development of voluntary national
standards in the United States.

In the case of cellular and PCS cell site transmitters, the FCC’s RF exposure guidelines recommend a
maximum permissible exposure level to the general public of approximately 580 microwatts per square
centimeter. This limit is many times greater than RF levels typically found near the base of celluiar or
PCS cell site towers or in the vicinity of other, lower-powered cell site transmitters. Calculations
corresponding to a “worst-case” situation (all transmitters operating simultaneously and continuously at
the maximum licensed power) show that, in order to be exposed to RF levels near the FCC'’s
guidelines, an individual would essentially have to remain in the main transmitting beam and within a

m |
Federal Communications Commission - Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau - 45 L. Street NE, Washington, DC 20554
1-888-CALL-FCC (1-888-225-5322) - TTY: 1-888-TELL-FCC (1-888-835-5322) -



few feet of the antenna for several minutes or longer. Thus, the possibility that a member of the general
public could be exposed to RF levels in excess of the FCC guidelines is extremely remote.

When cellular and PCS antennas are mounted on rooftops, RF emissions could exceed higher than
desirable guideline levels on the rooftop itself, even though rooftop antennas usually operate at lower
power levels than free-standing power antennas. Such levels might become an issue for maintenance
or other personnel working on the rooftop. Exposures exceeding the guidelines levels, however, are
only likely to be encountered very close to, and directly in front of, the antennas. In such cases,
precautions such as time limits can avoid exposure in excess of the guidelines. Individuals living or
working within the building are not at risk.

Consumer Help Center

For more information on consumer issues, visit the FCC’s Consumer Help Center at
Alternate formats

To request this article in an alternate format - braille, large print, Word or text document or audio - write
or call us at the address or phone number at the bottom of the page, or send an email to
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6/21/23, 12:36 PM Microwave frequenc‘atromagnetic fields (EMFs) produce widespread neu‘chiatn‘c effects including depression - PubMed
Related information

LinkOut - more resources

Full Text Sources
Other Literature Sources

Medical

Miscellaneous

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26300312/ 2/2



















PREVIOUS

Doctors Should Care for Patients and Social Justice

By Erin Paguette and Angira Patel on October 17. 2019

NEXT

Jim Peebles Richly Deserved His Nobel Prize

By Richard Panek on October 17 2019

S oentific American 1s part of Springer Nature. which owns or hus comimiersial ~elc ions with tho isards of s -ntific pubhications (many of them
cepe found atwwaspringermatareco us). Soert foAmer s martaas sttt b s otedtornl s cnnerce o reporune develoyments

M sGence toour reade s,

co2o2 SCTENTIFIC AMBERICAN. A DIVISTON OF NATURL AMERIC . INC,

AL RIGH IS RESERVE DL





