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April 2, 2008

Barbara Dykes

Snohomish County Hearing Examiner

Dear Hearing Examiner Dykes,

By way of brief introduction, I was born and raised in Snohomish and am a former state senator. I’m writing both as a private citizen and as director of the Stewards of Snohomish to express my wholehearted opposition to the construction of AM radio towers in the Snohomish Valley. For the purposes of this April Hearing, I will restrict my objections to those that are public health related.

First, I’d like to express my empathy—yours is not an easy task, especially when the tower applicants have invested considerable time and money in this endeavor and will apparently say anything to secure approval of their tower plans.

To cite but one example, CAAM Partnership has published a reaction to the Stewards’ brochure in opposition to the towers (please see attached) wherein they accuse the Stewards of being “reckless” in disseminating a brochure that “distorts and ignores information in the public record.” 

CAAM Partnership attempts to validate that claim in their on-line rebuttal (www.krko.com ) by singling out this statement from our brochure:

“Studies finding a connection between radiofrequency radiation and childhood leukemia indicate that children within six kilometers (3.7 miles) of AM radio towers are at risk.”

In rebuttal, CAAM Partnership boldly asserts, “There is only ONE study that makes this claim, the Ha study from South Korea, published in 2007.”

This is precisely the type of brazen dishonesty that is apparently standard operating procedure for CAAM Partnership.

CAAM Partnership clearly wishes there were but ONE study associating AM radio towers with an increase in childhood leukemia and other serious health problems, but wishing won’t make the following facts disappear:

· Many epidemiological studies have repeatedly found correlations between living near AM radio towers and incidence of leukemia.

· Studies finding correlations between AM radiofrequency radiation and leukemia have been conducted with results published since the early 1980’s, in places such as Honolulu, Hawaii, Rome, Italy, Australia, Great Britain, and South Korea.

· The most recent study, conducted in South Korea, was published in 2007 in the American Journal of Epidemiology. As with the prior studies, these researchers confirm that the risk of leukemia doubles when living within six kilometers (just under four miles) from AM radio towers. The risk is highest for children.

· The Center for Radiobiology and Radioprotection in Warsaw published results of low-level exposures in Polish career military personnel in the late 1980’s. The military personnel had six times higher cancer incidence than nonmilitary test subjects. Most of the malignancies were lymphomas and leukemias.
[2] 

· A Swiss study documented sleeping disorders, lowered concentration, high blood pressure, and anxiety in residents living near broadcast towers.
[3]
· It has been known for many years that low-intensity EMFs produce adverse effects on the autonomic and central nervous systems of humans and animals in strengths far too low to cause tissue heating
[4], although current regulations only protect against EMF’s at intensities high enough to heat tissue.

· Soviet researchers (later largely confirmed by U.S. research) have found that exposure to RF at low levels over time can produce functional disturbances of the central nervous system such as headaches, increased susceptibility to fatigue, increased irritability, dizziness, sleepiness, sweating, concentration difficulties, memory loss, depression, emotional instability, mild limb tremors, cardiac arrhythmias, increases in blood pressure, and appetite loss.
[5]
· Soviet studies also found (also confirmed in part by U.S. research) thyroid enlargement, benign adrenal-gland tumors, and rashes were also observed. Less common but also reported were hallucinations, insomnia, fainting, and internal organ or intestinal difficulties. Also, auditory channels were stimulated when the head was exposed to low-power, pulse-modulated RF.
[6]
Of further value are the statements of health officials and others who have thoroughly researched the potential impact of radiofrequency radiation:

Professional Electrical Engineer Robert A. McClanathan: “The most alarming concern will be the high electric fields on your homes and nearby schools. I would not live or have a business in any area where AM radio electric fields are greater than 1 V/M. The predicted total electric field during daytime near these towers is more than 13 V/M! If I lived in the immediate vicinity of these two new AM radio stations, I would sell and move out.”

 Registered Structural Engineer Al Highberger: “The possible long-term effects of radio frequency radiation are very disturbing.  The FCC only regulates to protect against 30-minute, high intensity exposures within just a few meters of a tower and does not take into account studies associating long-term radio frequency radiation exposure with an increased risk of leukemia within a radius of 3.7 miles from radio tower sites.”

Citizens to Preserve the Upper Snohomish River Valley President Lee Bennett:  "CPUSRV has been concerned about KRKO erecting towers in this location since before 2001.  When the 2003 County Council overruled the objections of their Hearing Examiners, the human health dangers were not considered.  Now new knowledge, together with electronic interference, wildlife impact, scenic, property value, and agricultural issues make these towers an unacceptable liability for the County."  

Contrary to the assertions of CAAM Partnership, the simple truth is that the scientific community is in agreement that there is a correlation between AM radiofrequency radiation and leukemia and other very serious health problems. The reason some scientists consider the debate inconclusive is that there does not yet exist a universally accepted understanding of the biological mechanism by which radiofrequency radiation actually causes leukemia and other serious diseases.

Although scientists may not yet completely understand how radiofrequency radiation causes serious diseases, there is no credible scientist not on the applicants’ payroll who will assert that there is sufficient evidence to rule out the risk of severe health effects as a result of low-level, long term exposures (such as in homes, workplaces, or schools). 

Because of the overwhelming scientific evidence, other countries such as Austria, Canada, China, Italy, Russia, and Switzerland have reduced their public exposure restrictions by as much as a factor of 100.
[7]
The United States only has regulations to protect against “thermal” exposures, or those intense enough to actually heat cells.  Because our regulations are not aligned with scientific evidence, we must rely on local jurisdictions to manage the risk by exercising the “precautionary principle” which states that “if an action or policy might cause severe or irreversible harm to the public, in the absence of a scientific consensus that harm would not ensue, the burden of proof falls on those who would advocate taking the action.”
[8]
Even if there is scientific disagreement, any objective person would agree that when it comes to the health of our children and general population we should apply the scientific precautionary principle. If the evidence is inconclusive, we should err on the side of caution while the scientific studies continue.

CAAM Partnership’s position is as clear as it is reprehensible: they would have you err not on the side of caution but, rather, on the side of recklessness. In essence, their position is that the people of Snohomish should allow placement of six or more AM radiofrequency radiation-emitting towers in our Valley at least until it’s proven conclusively that childhood leukemia and other serious diseases are suddenly more common in our community.

We vehemently disagree with the reckless CAAM Partnership position and respectfully urge you to rule against placement of these towers in our Valley at least until it’s proven conclusively that radiofrequency radiation at the level proposed presents NO RISK to our family, friends, and neighbors.

On behalf of the 29,246 Snohomish-, Everett-, and Monroe-area residents within 3.7 miles of the proposed tower site—including 9,037 children—I implore you to impose upon the tower applicants the burden of proving radiofrequency radiation presents no risk to nearby residents.

I ask you to consider your predecessor Ed Good’s remarks: “Within 3.7 miles of the proposed tower site in Snohomish Valley are Valley View Junior High School, Snohomish High School, Cathcart Elementary, Emerson Elementary, Snohomish Freshman Campus, and new high school and elementary facilities on Cathcart Way. The city of Snohomish is within that range.”  (November 30, 2007, page 5, finding 1)

(As alarming as Mr. Good’s observations are, mistakenly omitted from the list are Dutch Hill Elementary, the Montessori School just off Highway 9 on the way to Clearview, schools in other nearby communities outside Snohomish, and the numerous private schools and day care facilities within the 3.7-mile radius.)

I would also like to share with you the comment of a farmer and father who farms the land right next to the proposed tower site:

Snohomish Farmer Albert Postema:  “My family and I farm the land next door to the proposed KRKO tower cluster. How is it possible that my neighbor can get approval to build something that might give me or my children leukemia? How could people we’ve elected to represent us approve a 100,000-watt tower cluster on farmland so close to town? Something is seriously wrong when a reckless proposal putting our children’s health at risk gets government approval.”

I have on several occasions wondered what the previous County Council could have been thinking when they ignored the objections of their Hearing Examiners and approved the plan to build radiofrequency radiation-emitting towers in the Snohomish Valley so close to so many people?
As you know, we have a new County Council now--one that I feel will place the public interest above the special interest. I have no doubt that the new Council would have never have approved the CAAM Partnership application for the first four towers. I am also confident the new Council will not ignore any concerns you might express to the placement of towers so close to so many people.
I believe without reservation that allowing radiofrequency radiation-emitting towers to be built within 3.7 miles of nearly 30,000 people would be reckless, irresponsible, and unconscionable. I believe we ought not to give approval to a proposal that we cannot be absolutely certain we will not some day deeply regret.

I sincerely hope you will agree, find that public health considerations outweigh private enterprise, and rule that there exists an inherent incompatibility  between the AM radio towers and the proposed Snohomish Valley site for health reasons.
Thank you.

Rick Reed

Snohomish
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Regarding Conditional Use Permit Application by CAAM Partnership for 2 additional radio towers in Snohomish River Valley

I am a life-long resident of Snohomish.  My family and I live and work on a 400 acre farm about a mile from the proposed tower site.  I have included a photo that shows the location of our farm relative to the proposed tower site.

My neighbors have been fighting this radio towers proposal the past 7 years and I agree with all the concerns regarding this proposal, but I did not get personally involved until recently, when I learned of the possible ill effects that radiofrequency radiation has on human health.  To me, that puts this issue in a completely different arena.  Aesthetics is one thing; protecting human health is another.

I am not a scientist, but I do have some medical background.  My father was a physician in Snohomish and I am a registered nurse.

I have great respect for the rigors of the scientific process that Ms. Erdreich elaborated on.  A scientific conclusion is obviously not an easy thing to come by.  The bar is set high.  That’s a good thing.  It leaves it up to our personal discretion whether we choose to engage in a behavior that may or may not be harmful to our health.    

I believe this is a matter of choice.  Cigarette smoking is legal, but I can choose not to smoke.  As Mr. Olson commented, he’s a little nervous about constant cell phone use, so he chooses to use a land line whenever possible. He is exercising a little extra precaution of voluntary choice.

In this case, I don’t have that choice.  We are farmers so where we live is also where we work.  Unless we sell our house and our 5th generation family farm, my family and I will be exposed to low levels of radiofrequency radiation 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.    

Under Snohomish County code 30.42C.100 regarding Conditional Use Permits, it reads:

(2) As a condition of approval, the hearing examiner may:

(h) Impose any requirement that will protect the public health, safety, and welfare.

I request that Snohomish County honor my right to choose to protect myself and my family from constant exposure to radiofrequency radiation from these proposed radio towers.  I do not believe it is unreasonable for Snohomish County to require that broadcast antennae should be located at a significant distance from residents and schools. 

I don’t want to wait ten years for the scientific process to prove causation on this issue.  I understand that the studies to date only show a possible association between radiofrequency radiation and leukemia, but it’s what I would call a red flag.  To me, it’s a warning I choose to heed right now.

I respectfully request that you deny the applicant’s request for a conditional use permit for these additional radio towers and suggest the applicant seek out a location in an unpopulated area.

Thank you,
Barbara Bailey
Snohomish
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