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Radiofrequency from wireless communications facilities has become a large public health concern in
many countries of the world. Not only are people concerned about the growing weight of scientific
evidence linking health effects to mobile phone use, they are increasingly worried about chronic,
low-level exposure to base stations or cell sites.

Adding to the worry in the United States is the virtual blackout on good information for the public
and for our decision-makers. Local governments and their communities are prohibited by federal law
from even discussing radiofrequency radiation issues in the siting process, and may not ask for infor-
mation.

There is presently no reliable way to get information on locations of cell sites, and levels of RFR they
produce. In some communities, wireless carriers have been particularly successful in lobbying local
governments to lease publicly-owned properties for sites. Therefore, there is a disincentive in making
too many inquiries on behalf of the public they represent, for fear of incurring displeasure of their
lessees. There may also be some liability issues that local jurisdictions incur, so that administrative
records are intentionally kept “clean” of RFR health hazard and exposure level data. Some of these
communities have mandated co-location of antenna sites so that once the first cell site antenna goes
in, others inevitably follow, and so the RFR exposure levels are destined to rise in adjacent area. Very
few localities have fought the federal pre-emption of local zoning laws with respect to RFR health
concerns, and those that have incurred very heavy pressure from wireless carriers and their attorneys.
Such is the backdrop of these discussions.

In California, even with these prohibitions on information and access to decision-making at the local
level, there are instances where the public will commission its own studies and inform the public of its
findings. We at Sage Associates can assist in these efforts. This paper discusses a case example in the
Santa Barbara area where residents saw a crane in the backyard one day, near their homes testing for
optimum locations for a new cell tower.

Interested groups can commission RFR computer modelling and/or measurements of RFR levels from
wireless communication sites if the industry is unwilling to provide such data. Assessment of RFR
levels from sites should include factors affecting potential exposure levels including downtilt, elevati-
on changes, distance to nearest residential buildings and other sensitive receptors, and reasonable
“worst-case” operational buildout.

                                               
∗) Original paper
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Information that is generally required to conduct RFR Assessments includes:

n antenna transmitter location

n the number of transmitters operating simultaneously

n the frequency of each transmitting antenna

n the number of channels (radios) per antenna

n the effective maximum radiated power (ERP) for each channel and the expected radiated power
for each channel

n the direction of each antenna (show vertical plane pattern)

n downtilt of antennas should be taken into account in calculations

n operational characteristics (communication? Wireless data?)

n a topographic map showing location of the site and of surrounding buildings

n the number of occupied stories and heights of each floor of buildings

n RFR contours should plot ERP at one meter and three meters above ground level, and establish
AGL reference points to take ground elevation changes into account

n RFR contours depicting the maximum power density, and contours showing the 100, 50, 20, 10,
5, 2, 1 0.1 and 0.01 µW/cm2 should be calculated and mapped for the proposed project installa-
tion

n RFR contours depicting the maximum power density, and contours showing the 100, 50, 20, 10,
5, 2, 1 0.1 and 0.01 µW/cm2 should be calculated and mapped for cumulative power density
from all co-located transmitting antennas.

n Information should be overlain on a land use map showing nearest uncontrolled public access,
distance to occupied buildings and designated land use for each building (home, school, day-
care, pre-school, hospital, convalescent hospital or home, commercial office, shopping mall, etc)

The purpose for generating this information is to allow the public to make reasoned judgements
about whether and where to spend time at home, work, school and play with respect to chronic,
low-level RFR exposure.  Until better regulatory standards guide land-use compatibility decisions
about whether and where to site new wireless transmitters, the public is obligated to perform its own
detective work, become informed, and make personal choices about RFR exposure.  At present, the
circumstances generally make chronic, low-level RFR exposure involuntary by keeping information
out of the public arena.  Whether this situation will continue may be related in part to the ability of
the public to become aware of what is known and what is not known about RFR exposures from cell
sites, about potential health risks and the need for continuing independent RFR research, and to be-
come more active in the decision-making process about how this technology is allowed to expand
and influence daily living.
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