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        Concern for Public Health Kills AM Radio Towers
“In weighing the severity of the possible harm to the possible benefit of the project, the Examiner cannot conclude that risking possible adverse health effects to humans, especially children, is worth the potential benefit of another AM radio station.”  That’s the crux of Snohomish County Hearing Examiner Barbara Dykes’ ruling in denying CAAM Partnership’s request to construct two radio towers in the Snohomish Valley of Washington State. 

In a 64-page decision issued this past week (October 15), Dykes cited numerous scientific studies documenting the potential for serious health risks to surrounding residents and school children due to exposures to radiofrequency radiation (RFR). In particular, Dykes noted concern for four schools in the nearby vicinity, and 29,000 residents living within 3.7 miles of the tower site. Studies have found that children living within 3.7 miles of broadcast towers may be twice as likely to develop leukemia. 

The proposed 40-acre radio antenna site adjacent to the Snohomish River less than four miles south of the town of Snohomish has been opposed by citizens for more than seven years.  Lee Bennett, president of the Citizens to Preserve the Upper Snohomish River Valley commented on the decision.  “We recognize this decision as a bold step in considering the potential threat to human health over commercial interests.” Bennett said.  “This Hearing Examiner took great pains to thoroughly study the large body of evidence in this case and has produced a landmark decision.”
Rick Reed, co-chair of Stewards of Snohomish, said, “On behalf of all the families in Snohomish Valley—and all whose faith in government had been shaken by prior approval of the tower placement in the most inappropriate location imaginable—we thank the Hearing Examiner for her thorough, reasoned, and courageous ruling placing public health above the economic interests of the politically well-connected.” 
-   more  -

On May 30, 2008, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) issued a permit to construct four of the six proposed towers amidst farms and wildlife preserves in the Valley on land owned by S-R Broadcasting and CAAM Partnership.  During the summer of 2008, S-R Broadcasting constructed four towers at the site despite the fact that the broadcaster has yet to obtain an FCC permit to operate the towers, and the FCC construction permit is under appeal by several local citizens groups (Citizens to Preserve the Upper Snohomish River Valley, Snohomish Stewards, and Pilchuck Audubon Society). 
Citizens are concerned about any towers operating at the site, particularly since the matter of health effects was never considered during the local permitting process for the first four towers.  Examiner Dykes confirms this, stating “The issue of RFR and adverse health effects was not addressed during the previous hearing on the original CUP” (p. 13). Neither health effects nor environmental issues were addressed when the project was approved by the local County Council in 2006.  The EIS was “limited in scope to aesthetic visual effects of the project.”

Reed said the Stewards and others opposed to the placement of the towers in the heavily populated area will continue to pursue all legal options to have the broadcast towers removed from the Valley.  

Reed said, “The County failed to analyze the risk to public health when approving the tower site.  We will point to this important deficiency and ask the FCC to take into consideration the Hearing Examiner’s ruling relative to the health risks posed by the four towers at issue in the present appeal. 

“If two new towers have been denied because they present a health risk to the community, then surely the four towers previously approved present the same if not double the health risk.”
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