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Chapter One: The Corrupted Network

Renee Sharseemd proud todiscuss her spring 2014 meeting with the Federal
Communications Commission.

As research director fahe non-profit Environmental Working Group, Sharpelea n 6t ge't
many chances to visit with the FCBut on this occasion slveas able to express her conter
that lax FCC standds on radiation from wireless technologies wespecially hazardous for
children.

The FCC howevershould have little trouble dismissing those concerns

Arguing that current standards are more than sufficienttetahildren are aho elevated
risk from microwave radiation,wie |l ess i ndust regalylhabtoseiupt s donot
appointments months sllvanceThey ar e at t he ddyCCbs door ni ght

Indeed aformer executive witlthe Cellular Tedcommunications Industry Assation
(CTIA), theiindustr§ s mai n | o b bbypastedghatye ICOIA megets wita BCC officials
A500 timés a year

Sharp des not seem surprisél,The 6s no question that the gov
influence of industry. ThECC is a captured agencyp s ife s ai d.

Captured agency.

That s a ter m t himetagam with he FC@aptured agenesane d
essentiallycontrolled by the industries they are supposed to asgyl detailed look at FCC
action® and nonaction®d shows that over the years the FG&sgranted thewvireless industry
pretty much whait haswanted.Until very recently it has also granted cable what it wants. More
broadly, the FCC has again and again echoed the lobbying points of major technigliezpysn

Moneyd and lots of i has played a parThe National Cable and Telecamnications
Association(NCTA) and CTIA rave annually been amgWa s h i n top lablyidgsspenders.
CTIA alone lobbied on at least 35 different Congressional bills through the first half of 2014.
Wirelessmarket leader& T&T and Verizon work through CTIABut they also do their own
lobbying, spendingearly$15 million through June &f014 according talata from the Center
for Responsive PoliticCRP) In all, CTIA, Verizon, AT&T, T-Mobile USA, and Sprint spent
roughly $45 million lobbying ir2013 Overall, the Communications/Electronics sector is one of
Washingtonbés super hea@nearlwd800gnilion inl20t80i4,i st s, spe
according to CRP data.

But direct lobbyingdoy industryis just oneof manywormsin a rotting appleThe FCC sits at
the coreof a networkthat hasallowedpowerfulmoneyel interestwith limitless accesa variety
of ways toshape its policies, often at thepexse ofundamenrdl publicinterests.



As a result, consumer saye health andprivacy, alongwith consumer wallethave allbeen
overlookedsacificed, or raided dué¢o unchecked industry influenc&he cablandustry has
consolidated intgiantlocal monopoliesthat control pricing while leaving consumers little
choice over catent seletion. Though the FCC has only partial responsibility, federal regulators
have allowed the Internet to gromto a vashunting grounds for cminals and commercial
intereststhe goto destination fothe surrender of personal information, privacy atehtity.

Most insidious of all, the wireless industry has been allowed to grow unchecked and virtually
unregulated, with fundameéal questions o public health impact routinelgnored.

Industry controls the FCC througlsaupto-nuts stranglehold that extends from its well
placedcampaign spending in Congress through's ¢ o nt r oCongoes®ndl dversightC C 6 s
comnitteesto its persistenagency lobbyingi | f youdre on a committee t
y o0 u 6 | lgorharet tor industry said Twain Samuelchief of staff for Congresswoman
Maxine Waters.Samuekeveral years aduelped write a il aimed at slowing theavolving
door.But with Congress getting its marching orders from industry, the bill never gained any
traction.

Industry control, in the case of wireteBealth issues, &ends beyond Congress and
regulators tdasic scientific researcAnd in an obviougcho of the hardball téics of the
tobacco industry, the wireless industry has backed up its economic and politicabyower
stonewaling on public relations andullying poential threats into submissievith its huge
standing amy of lawyersIn this way, a coddledireless industryntimidatedand silenced the
City of San Francisco, whileinning roughshod ovéocal opponents of its expansionary
infrastructure

On a persoridevel, the entire system is greased by the free flow of executiderghip
between the FCC and the industries it presumaidyses. Currently presiding over the FOE
Tom Wheeler, a man who hisl the two most powerful industry lobbying grou@g:IA and
NCTA. It is Wheelemwho once superviseal $25 millionindustryfundedresearch effortio
wireless health effect®ut when handpked research leader GgerCarlo concluded that
wireless radiation did raise the risklwofain tumors, Whde e r 6 sallegedlyrdshal to muffle
the messagéi Y o athedsciencd. 6 | | at eakef ct he politics,® Carl o

Wheeler over time has proved a masterful politicRmesident Obama overlo k e d Wheel er
lobbyist past to nominate him as FCC chairman in 2BiE3had after all raised more than
$700,0000 or O lpresidandiad campgns. Wheeler had little trouble earning confirmation
from a Senate whose Democrats toed the Presidential line and whose Republicans understood
Wheeler was as industfyiendly a nominee as they could gahd while Wheeler at the behest
of his Presidential sponsdras taken on cable giants with hiams for net neutralitgnd shown
some openness on other issueshas dug his heels on wireless



Newly ensconced as chairman of the agency he blitzed with partisan pitchgé/heele
sees familiar faes heading thmdustry lobbying groupthat ceaselessly petition the FC&Q
CTIA, which now callstself CTIA - The Wireless Assodigmn, former FCGcommissioner
Meredith Atwell Baker is in charge.

Wireless and Cable Industries Have the
FCC Covered

* Former head of CTIA

* Former head of
NCTA

/ ¢ Former FCC

/ Commissioner

* Former lead lobbyist
for Comcast

* Now head of the CTIA

* Former FCC Chairman
now heads NCTA

¢ Former FCC
Commissioner

* Head of Wireless
Infrastructure
Association

And while cell phone manufacturdilse Apple and Samsunglong with wireless service
behemoths like Verizon and AT&&re prominent CTIA memberthe infrastructure of 300,000
or more cellular base stations and antenna sites has its own lobbying group: PCIA, the Wireless
Infrastructure AsociationThePresident and CEO of PCIA is Jonathan Adelstein, another

former FCC commissionekle anwhi | e, the cable industryds NC
chairman Michael Powell as its presidentand CE@.zy, i sndét it ?
FCCcommissionersin20ldecei ved invitations to"the Wire

Achievement Awards DinneBounds harmless, but for the fact ttiet chief honoree at the
dinner was none other than former wireless lobbyist buenttFCC Chairman Tom Wheelés.
this the marwho will actto look impartially at the growingody of evidence pointing teealth
and safety issues?

The revolving dooalsoreinforces the clout at another node on the indusintrolled
influence networkMembers of congressimal oversight committeeare primeargets of



industry.The cable industry, for examplejows that key legislation must move through the
Communications and Technolo§ubcommitte®f the House Energy and Commerce

Committee. Little wonder then that subcommittee chairman Gredaitalas the second

leading recipient (after Speaker John Boehner) of cable industry contribtitheslast six

years (through June 30, 201#).all, Walden, an Oregon Republicamas taken over $108,000

from cable and satellite production and distribuitcompanies.But he is not aloneSix of the

top ten recipients of cabl e armHdusepwersight | i t e con
committeeThe same is true oksators on the cable oversight committ@éemmittee members

were six of the ten frecipientof campaign cash from the indusfry.

Cable & Satellite Campaign

Contributions
Top House Recipients Funded

Recipient Amount

John A. Boehner $135,425
Greg Walden $108,750
Bob Goodlatte $93,200
John Conyers Jr. $84,000
Mike Coffman $82,137
Fred Upton $73,500
Lee Terry $65,916
Henry A. Waxman $65,000
Cory Gardner $64,500

Anna G. Eshoo $60,500



Cellular Industry Campaign
Contributions

Top House Recipients Funded

Recipient Amount

Henry A. Waxman $41,500
Scott H. Peters $40,300
Greg Walden $35,750
Fred Upton $32,250
Bob Goodlatte $31,250
Lee Terry $29,600
Anna G. Eshoo $27,000
Doris O. Matsul $25,500
John Shimkus $24,000
Peter ). Roskam $21,100

Cable & Satellite Campaign
Contributions

Top Senate Recipients Funded

Recipient Amount

Edward J. Markey $320,500
Kirsten E. Gillibrand $154,125
Mitch McConnell $177,125
Harry Reld $175,600
Charles E. Schumer $175,450
Mark L. Pryor $172,950
Michae! F. Bennet $159,000
Richard Blumenthal $148,800
Claire McCaskill $138,185

Mark Udall $136,625



Cellular Industry Campaign

Contributions

Top Senate Recipients Funded

Recipient Amount

Edward J. Markey $155,150
Mark R. Warner $74,800
Harry Reid $73,600
Mark L. Pryor $71,900
Roy Blunt $57,400
John McCain $56,261
Charles E. Schumer $53,300
Roger F. Wicker $51,300
Barbara Boxer $49,578
Kelly Ayotte $43,333

The compromised FCC network goes well beyond the revolving door and congressional
oversight committeed.he Washington social sceiseone where money sets thee¢and throws
the partiesA look at therecentcalendar of one curreCC commissioner showswould take
very disciplined and almost saintly behawor the part of government officials to rgghe lure
of lavishly catered dinners and cocktail eveiiits paraphrase iconic ingggative journalist I.F.
Stoneif youdbre going to
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Chapter Two: JustDon 6t Bring Up Health

Perhaps the best example of how the FCi@ngledin a chain ofcorruptionis the cell tower
and antenna infrastructure thiass at the heart of the phenomenally successialess industry.

It all begins with pssage of the Teleconunications Act of 1996egislationoncedescribed
by South DakotRe pu bl i can senator Larry Preslstter as #fA
lobbying won tle wireless industrgnormousoncessions frotawmakes, many of them major
recipients of indusy hard and soft dollazontributions.Congressional staffers who helped
lobbyists write thenew law did not go unrewardethirteen of fifteen staffers later became
lobbyists themselves.

Section332(c)(7)(B)(iv)of the Act remarkably and that adwdk seemsnescapably best
hereéd wrests zoning authority from locgbvernmentsSpeifically, they cannot cite health
concernsaboutthe effects btower radiation to deny towdicensesso long as the towers comply
with FCC regulations

Congress Silences Public

Section 332(c)(7)(BXiv) of the Communications Act provides:

No State or local government or instrumentality thereof may regulate
the placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless service
facilities on the basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions
to the extent that such facilities comply with the Commission's regulations
concerning such emissions.

In preempting local zoning authortya | ong wi t h t he dptuokv safetyp s r i gh
and health Congresainleashed an orgy of infrasttuce huild-out. Embolbdened by the
government geen light andhe vast consumer appetfta wireless technologyndugry has had
a free hand in installingore than 300,000 siteShurch steeples, schoolyards, school rooftops,
even trees can house these facilities.

Is there any reason to believe that the relatively low level radiofrequency emissions of these
facilities constitute a public health thre@®@rtainly, cell phones themselves, held close to the
head, have been the focus of most concern on RF emisSians.the impact of RF diminishes
with distance, industry advocates and many scientists dismiss thieilggsbat such structures
pose health risks.



Butit 0 s reallydhtatsimple.A troublingbody of evidencsuggest exposure to even low
emission levelsit typical cellular frequencies between 300 MHz and 3 Gdfihave a wide
range of negative effects

In a 2010 review of research on the biabad effects of exposure to radiation frolldower
base station®3. BlakeLevi t and Henry Lai found that fisome
caution in i n'fThaysummarized the results on¢ 2002 gtudy thapmpared
the health of 530 people living at various distances within 300 meters of cell towers with a
control group living more than 300 metersaw@yRe sul t s i ndi cated increa:
complaints the closer a person lived towér. At<10 m symptomsmcluded nausea, loss of
appetie, visual disruptionsand dfficulties in moving.Significantdifferences were observed up
through 100 mdr irritability, depressive tatencies, concentration difficigts, memory los,
dizzinessand lowerib i d'b . o

A 2007 study conducted in Egypt found similar fesdLevitt and Laireporti He adac he s,
memory changes, dizgss, tremors, depressive syompg and sleep distbance were
significantly higher among exposed inhabitants than conitols.

Beyond epidemiological studiegsearch on a wide range of living thingsses further red
flags.A 2013studyby the Indian scientistS. Sivani and D. Sudarsanaeportsi Bas ed on
current available literature, it is justified ¢onclude that RFEMF [electro magnetic fields
radiation exposure can change neurotransmitinctions, bloosbrain barrer, morphology,
electrophysiology, cellular metabolism, calcium efflux, and gerdprotein expression in
cerain types of cells even kiwer intensit e 8 . 0

The article goes on to detail the effects of mobile tower emissions on a wide range of living
organismsfTops of trees tend to dry up when they diretdlye the cell tower antennas . A
study by the Centre for Environment and Vocational StudidPunjab University noted that
embryos 060 eggs of house sparrows veedamaged after being exposed to mobile tower
radiation for5-30 minues . . . In a study on cows and calves on the effects of exposure from
mobile phone base stations, it was ndtext 32% of calves developed nuclear cataracts, 3.6%
severelyo'

Does any of this constitute the conclusive evidence that would mandate much tighter control
of the wireless infrastructuré®ot in the estimation of industry and its captured age@iting
other studied often industryfunded that fail to establishealth effectsthe wireless industry
has dismissed such concerfibe FCC hasypically echoed tatposition.

Keep in mind that lightegulation has been one factor iretbxtraordinary growth of
wireles® CTIA says exactly that in a Web post that credits the Clinton Administrations light
regulatory touch



July 25, 2013
CTIA [BjKe€

CTIA is an international nonprofit trade association that has represented
the wireless communications industry since 1984

But our position as the world’s leader was no accident. It started with the Clinton Administration that had the
foresight to place a “light regulatory touch” on the wireless industry, which was in its infancy at the time. That
light touch has continued through multiple Administrations.

Obviously, cellulatechnology is wildly popular because it offers many benefits to
consumersBut evenallowing for that popularity anfbr theincomplde state of sciencelon 6 t
some of these findingsise enough concern to warraaamebacktracking orthe hamfisted
federal premption of localzoning righs?

In reality, since the passage of the 1996 law, the y@ppsie has occurreddgain and again
both Congress and the FCC have opted to séffether than loosénfederal preemption over
local zoning authorityln 2009, for example, the wireless ugdry convinced the FCC to impe
a A s h o that rduices dction within 90 days on maoying applicationdl My  esisethats
it was an industry rewhiesheadadesdi dp Rtotbeer ECOMEed | (
and Technologyvhen the shot clock & considered and impos€d

And just last November, the FCC voted to further cugorights of local zoning official®
controlthe expansion of antenna sites Again and again, Congress and tiawée&tendedhe
wireless industrgarte blanche to build outfrastructure no matter the consequences to local
communities

The questionhtat hangs over all thisvould consumes émbrace of cell phones and VWi be
quite so ardent if the wireless industepnabled by its Washington errand bdys d n 6t s o
consistently stonewalled on evidence ambdstituted legaintimidation for honest inquy? (See
Appendix for online study of consumer attitudes on wireless health and.safety

Document searches under the Freedom of Infoamact reveal the central rot# Tom
Wheeler and the FCid the tower siting issués both lobbyisand FCC chairmanwWheeler has
proved himself a good friend of the wireless industry.

In January of 1997CTIA chieftainWheeler wroé FCC Wireless Telecommunications
Bureau Chief Michele C. Farquhar citing several municipal efforégssert control over siting.
Wheeler for example, asserted that one NEmngland state haehacted aaw requiring its Public
Service Comiissioner to issue a report oadith risks posed by wireless faciliti®dde



guestions whether such a stadgnd regulations based on its resdiltgsould infringe on FCC
preemption authority.

FCC bureau chidfarcquhar hastily reassured Wheeler that no such study could be consulted
in zoning decisiondi Ther ef ore, based on the facts as you
the statte that directs the Sta@o mmi ssi oner to recommend regul at
findings wouldappearto be preempted'’ the FCC official wrote to WheeleBhe emphasized
that the stathad therighttodothestudy.t j ust coul dndét deny a siti
anything it might learn

The FCC in 1998ent the messagehias implicitly endorsed and conveyed ever sistgdy
health effect s tahtierwgadyou findaThé huHddt of wikkless camnot be
blocked or slowed by health issues

Now | stfordvard tbsee Wheeler on the other side of the revolving dateractingas
FCC chairmarwith a former FCC commissioner wienow an industry lobbyist.

A March 14 2014letter® reveab the chummy relationship betwedtheelerandformer
commissionedonathan Adelstein, now head of PCthAe cdlular infrastructure lobbying group
It also referenceBCC Chairmanwheeler seeking policy counsel frdabbyist Adelstein

Wheeler Still Willing to Help

From: Jonathan Adelstein [mailto:adelstein@pcia.com)
Senﬁnday, March 14, 2014 12:24 PM

To:

Cc: Renee Gregory; Jonathan Campbell

Subject: How to Spur Wireless Broadband Deployment

Tom = It was great to see you the other night at the FCBA event, and wonderful to see how
much fun you're having (if that's the right word). | know | enjoyed my time there (thanks to
your help with Daschle in getting me that role in the first place!).

Thanks for asking how we think the FCC can help spur wireless broadband deployment. The
infrastructure proceeding perfectly tees up many of the top issues the FCC needs to
address. As you requested, I've summarized briefly in the attached letter some of the key
steps you can take now.

ATomi It was great to see you the other night at the FCBA event, and wondeséd tow
much fun y@iuforteh dtads.hkodwd enjoyed myttimentteefddnks to your
help with Daschle in gettingmetha r ol e i n the first place!). o0

AThanks for asking howrwirelessbraadb&nd deplgmeitCC ¢ an
the wireless lobbyist writes to the axireless lobbyst, now running the FCC



Adel st einbds f i r &GC actiendi ® mmrits wiesabtcategoarically exclude
DAS and small deploymerjtsd. notetheseare compactower addons currentlybeing widely
deployed from environmental and historic reviewddelstein outlined other suggestidios
furtherlimiting local antenna zoning authorigynd the FCGoondid its part.Late last year, the
agency proposedgew ruleghat largely(though not atirely) compliedwith the antenna
industryos wish | ist.

James R. Hobson is an attorney who has representadipalities in zoning issues
involving the FCCHe is also dormer FCC official whois now of counseht BestBest and
Krieger, aWashingtorbased municipal law practiceTh e FCC has been the al/|l
says Hobsorlobbyist pressure at the BGdvas intense even back in th@s7 when he was a

bureau chief thetét When | was at the FCC, a |twmentsof my dze
wi t h i ndus He says bfthe OTyA thattWheeler once headed:h ei r r eason f ¢
is promoting the wireless indust.n d telbeyd succ®essful at it.od

Th e F C @iierttial compliance has allowed indudinyegularlybypass and ihecessary
steamrolllocal authoritiesViolation of theFCGimposedi s hot k¢ b f oallowstlkea mp | e,
wireless license applicant to sue

The CCbOs ser vi ce stsupposed @ regulate is svidentyy appriecidibd.
CTIA web site, typicalf overflowing withself-congratulationspreads the praise around in
acknavledging the enablingcontributions of a cooperatileCC. In one brief summation afs
own glorious accomplishment€TIA twice uses the wal it h a m Kesnbing fgvorable
FCC actions

In advancig the industry agendshe FCC can claim thitis merely reflecting the will of
CongressBut the agency may not be doing even.that

Remember the keglause in the 96 Telecom Act that disallowed denial of zoning permits
based omealth concerns®/ell, federal preemption is granted to pretty muchaimgless outi
on just one simple conditiorts installationgnustcomply withFCC radiation emission
standardsln view of this generous carblaache to moveradiation equipmennio
neighborhoods, schoolyards and home rooftops, one would think the FCC would at the very least
diligently enforce its own emission standarBsi that does not appear to be thseca

Indeed, on&kF engineemwho has worked omore thar3,000 rooftop site found vast
evidenceof noncomplianceMarvin Wessek st i mat es t h eet alléwkdradiaton 2 0 % e
s t a n d*HWitll 30,000 rooftontenna siteacross théJ.S. that would mean thas many as
6,000 are emitting radiation in violation of FCC stanadaOften, these emissions can be 600%
or more of allowed exposure levels, according to Wessel

Antenna standards allow for higher exposure to worlkertfie case of rooftop sites, such
workerscould be roofers, painters, testarsl installers of heating amadr conditionng



equipment, toite just a few example8ut many sites, accordirng Wessel, entiradiationat

much higher levels than those permitted@cupationaktandards. This is especialty¢ of sites

where servic@roviders keep adding new antenna units to expand their cover&e.me of t he ¢
new sites will exceed ten times the ?all owabl e
Essentially, he adds, this means thatiody should be stepping on the roof.

ATh@CFi s not enforcing i twonwhorunssheEMREBolcy d, 0 no
Institute, a Vermonbased no+profit. That groupseveral years agded 101 complaints on
specific rooftop ges where radiation emissions exceeded allowabléslgvéN eid thisasan
exercised hol d t he FCCO6s fBatehe 100 admplamts reduligdfeav, 6 s he s
responsive actions, according to Newfon.

Former FCC official Bob Weller confirms the Buperhaps negligible is the more
appropriate word FCC actvity in enforcing arénna standardd. T o mwledgenthe
enforcementbureduas never done a targeted inspection
Budget cuts athe agencyave hurt, limitingtheEC6s abi |l ity to perform f|
addedBut enforcement, he adds, would do wonders to insure indemtnpliance with its
limited regulatory compliance requiremerits. f t her e wer e targeted enf
the industry would pay greater attention to ensuring compliance anegelf at i on, 0 he al

Insurance is where the rubber hits the road on 8ekt is interesting to note that the rating
agency A.M. Bestwhich advises insurersonrisgkn 2013 topped its |ist o
technologyb a s ed r i sRadiaionwi t h RF

A T higks associated with loratgrm use of cell phones, although much studied over the
past 10years, remain uncleaDangers to the estimated 250,000 workers per year who
come in close contact with cell phone antenhasyever, are now more clearly
establishd. Thermal effects of the cellular antennakbjch act at close range s=ntially

as open microwave one can include eye damage, sterility and cognitive impairments.
While workers of cellular companies are well trained on the potential dangier
workers expose to the antennas are often unaware of the health rigks.continued
exporential growth of cellular towes will significantly increase exposure of these
workers and others coming into close contact with t@ghrgy cell phone antenna
radiation® A.M. Best wrote?*

So what has the FCC demotightenenforcemer Apparently, ot very muchThough it
does follow up on many of the complaints filed against siteged to be in violation of
standardst takes punitive actions very rare(flhe FCCdid not pravide answers to written
guestionson details ofts tower enforcement policigs

The best ally of industry and the FCC on this (and other) issues may be public ignorance



An online poll condcted for this project asked 28&spondents to ratke likelihood of a
series of statementdMost of the statements were subject to dispDedl phons raise the risk
of cettain health effects and brain canasvo said There is no proof that cell phones are
harmful, anothedeclaredBut among the six atements there was one statementdiSputable
fact: iThe U.S. Congress forbids local commiastfrom considring health effects when
decidng whether to issue zorgrpermits for wireless antennaéhe statement said

Though thigs a stone coldact that the wireless industry, the FCC and the cowat® all
turned into hard and @scapableeality for local authorites just 1.5% of all poll respondents
repliedthatiwasndef i ni tely true. o

Public i gnorance didnot gsadustryondheisswilaecdl t i vat i o
zoningAnd maybe it doesndét matter much, consider.i
devicesBut | et @pulic ggmomncéas been cultivated and secdeddi t h t he FCCOs
passive suppadt on the potentially mordisruptiveissue of mobile phonkealth effects



Chapter Three: Wireless Bullies and he Tobacco Analogy

Issues of cable and net neutrality hageently attracted wide public attentitmore on that
in Chapter Six)Still, the bet here remains that freyudgment of the FCC will hinge on its
handling of wireless health and safety issues

And while the tower siting issue is an egregious example of an ineiltmnated political
process run amuck, the stronger healthsragpear to reside in the phorthemselvesThis is an
issue that has flared up several times in recent yeach time, industry has managedeat
back such concernB.ut 1 td6s worth noting that the scient
di sappeared. | f anytvhreseagch substardiated vlder conherns k e ned a

The story of an FCC passively echoing an industry determined to play hardball with its
critics is worth a furtherlool he CTIl1 A6s own website acknowl edg
gover nimeing tots r e g uallewing theyindustoy togytows, i

Former congressman Dennis Kucinich ventures
success in dodging regulatidn:T h e i n dyrowntso fgst its gravth has overtaken any
health concerns that may have gainedétta in a slow growth environmerithe proliferation
of technology has overwhelmed all institutions that would have attempted safety testing and
s t a n dKucirdck saié”’

But the core questions remais:there really credible evidence that cell phogreg harmful
radiation that can cause human health problems and disease? Has the FCC done an adequate job
in protecting consumers from heattbks?Or has itsimply apedndustry stonewalling on health
and safety issues?

Before wading imh these questits, someperspective is in order

First,t h e sireply so denying the usefulness antmensepopularity of wireless
technologyPeople depend on it for safety, information, entertainmashtanmunication. It
d o e s ne@ keert sackal observer to knthat wireless has thoroughly insinuated itself into
daily life and culture

The unanswered questiahough,is whether consumers would embrace the technology quite
sofervently if health and safety information was not spun, filtered and clouded by a wriety
industry tactics

To gain some insight into this question, we conducted an online sur2€ odspondents
nearly all of whom own cefphonesonAma z on és Me cWebphatfocra(éee T u r k
Appendi®). Onestriking set offindings. many respondents claim they would change behavior
reduce wireless use, restore landline service, protect their cldldfretaims on healtldangers
of wireless ardrue



It is not the purpose of this reportergstablisithat heavy cell phone usage is dangerous.
This remains an extremely controversial scientific issitle new findings and revised scientific
conclusions repeatedly popping dpst months ago, a German scientist who had been outspoken
in denouncing the viewhat cell phones pose health risks reversed coursa April 2015
publication, Alexander Lerchl reported results confirming previous research on the tumor
promoting effects of electromagnetic fiedsll below human exposure limits for mobile
phonesiOur findings may help to understand the repeatedly reported increased incidences of
brain tumors in heavy users of ®AaniMayeolpphones,
more than 200 scientists boasting over 2,000 publications on wieftestscdled on global
institutions to addregbie health risks posed by this technology

But the NationalCancer Institute stikontends that no cell phone dangers have been
establishedA representatig of NCI was the solknowndissenter among the 30®embes of the
Worl d Health Organizationbds | nt(lARChwhenitonal Age
voted to declare wireless RFp o s s i b | y 7T laleadirigscientiststil ccanddt agr e e,
will not presumeo reach a scientific conclusion on my awn

IARC RF working group:
Official press release

International Agency for Research on Cancer

¢ "!Iw World Health
%f‘ / Organization

PRESS RELEASE
N° 208
31 May 2011

IARC CLASSIFIES RADIOFREQUENCY ELECTROMAGNETIC FIELDS AS
POSSIBLY CARCINOGENIC TO HUMANS

Lyon, France, May 31, 2011 -- The WHO/International Agency for Research on
Cancer (IARC) has classified radiofrequency electromagnetic fields as possibly

carcinogenic to humans (Group 2B), based on an increased risk for glioma,

a malignant type of brain cancer, associated with wireless phone use.



Butl et 6s at | east | oo kcluesthatealtmend biologydasdareh hasn ¢ r i mi
revealedtodatd nd | et 6s | ook at the responses of bot |

The most widely citegvidence implicating wireless phones concerns gliomestya
serious type of brain tumoFhe evidence of elevated risk for such tumarsong heavy cell
phone usersomes from several sources

Gliomas account for roughly half of all matignt brain tumors, which are relatively rare.
The annual incidence of pmary malignant brain tumors in the U.Soisly 8.2 per 100,000
people according to the International Radio Surgery Association.

Still, when projected over the entire U.S. popiola the public health impad potentially
very significant.

Assuming rougly four new glioma cases annually in the U.S. per 100,000 peoglds yie
over13,000 new cases per year over a tot&. dopulation of 330 million. Even a dbling of
that rate would mean 180 new gliomas, often deadly, per yéatripling, as some sties
havefound, could mean as many as@® morenewcasesannually. Indeedhe respected
online site Medscape in January 2015 reported results of Swedish research under the headline:
Risk for Glioma Triples With Lorgierm Cell Phone Us&

And her e éapenmgnuaktitatesey perspectivéne wars in Iraq and Afghanistan,
waged now for more than a decade each, have together resulted in roughly.%,@¥aths

Preliminaryd though still inconclusivé research has sugded other potentlanegative
health effectsSwedish, Danish anidraeli scientists havall foundelevated risk of salivary
gland tumorsOne Israeli studied suggested elevated thyroid canceSoske research has
found that men who carry their phones in their pocketg snéfer sperm count damagene
small study even suggests that young women who carry wireless devices in their bras are
unusually vulnerabléo breast cancer

And while industry and government have never accepted that some portion of the population
is unwsually sensitive to electromagnetic fieldsany people continue to complain of a broad
range of symptoms that include general weakness, headaches, nausea and dizziness from
exposure to wireless.

Some have suggested that the health situation with wilislasslogous to that of tobacco
beforecourt decisions finally forced Bigobacco to admit guilt and pay up.some ways, the
analogy is unfairWireless research is not as conclusively incratiimg as tobacco research was.
And the identified health riskwith wireless, significant as they are, still pale compared with
those oftobacco

A

But | et 6s not odtrglstihers is actudilyea verynsahificagtysense in which
the tobaccewireless analogy is uncannily valid



People tend to forgéhat the tobacco industbylike the wireless industfy also adopted a
policy of tonedeaf denial. As recently as 19%8en as evidence of tobacco toxicity grew
overwhelming, cigarette maker Phillip Morris was writing newspaper advertorials ingrstirgg
was noproof smoking caused cancer

It seemssignificant that the responses of wireless and its captured d@p¢meyFC@
feature the same obtuse refusal to examine the evidBmeavirelessndustry reactiorieatules
stonewalling public relations and hymeggressive legal action. It can also involve undermining
the credibility and cutting off thieinding for researchers who do not endorse cellular sdfasy.
these hardball tactics thiabk a lot like 28" centuryBig Tobacco tacticdt is thesehardbal
tactic® along withconsistently gspportiveFCC policie® thatheighten suspiciothe wireless
industry does indeed have something to hide.

Begin with some simple facts issuing from matelysis of cellular researddr. Henry Lai,
emeritus professor oficengineering at the University of Washingtbias reviewed hundreds of
published scientific papers on the subjét#.wanted to see how many studies demonstrated that
nortionizing radiation produces biological effects beyond the heating of tikiseiscritical
since the=CCemissionstandards protect only against heatifige assumption behind these
standards is that there are no biological effects beyond heating.

But Dr. Lai found that just over hafactually 5698 of 326 studies id&ified biological
effects. Andthe results were far more striking when Dr. Lai divided the studitgden those
that were industyunded and those that were independently funbietistry-funded research
identified biological effects in just 28% of studi®aut fully 67%of nonindustry funded studies
found biological effectg§insertSlided Cell Phone Biological Studigs

A study conducted byv8ss and British scientists also looked at how funding sources
affected scientific anclusions on the possible héadffects of cdlphone usagelhey found that
of studies privately funded, publictfyndedand funded with mxed sponsorshipndustryfunded
studies were fileast |likely ot'dThepiontteraprse tadtiis
results from studies of heal#ffects of radiofrequency radiation should take sponsorship into
account, o the ¥cientists concluded.

So how does the FCC handle a scientific split segms to suggest bias in industry
sponsored research?

In a posting on its Web site that redi#s it was written by wireless lobbsts,the FCC
chooses strikinglyatronizinglanguage to slight and trivialize the many scientists and health and
safety experts whoove faotwd pagee Wedbr posmhceinn
and HealthConcgens, 6 t he FCC four times refers to eit
groups, 0 Aisome parties, 0 or bltng ther presamably me r s 0
groundlessoncerns about wireless riskAdditionally, the FCC site references the World
Heal th Organization as among those organizat.



evidenceo has not | inked exposure to radiofre
health probl ems. o

Yes,i t 6s true that the Waehbittedy diMdeddnthb sulgjed@gtani z at i
i t 0 strueghht® 80member unit of the WHO called the International Agency for Research on

Cancer (IARC) was near unarouns in pronouncing cell phonésp o s sarcimdgeico i n
2011.How can the FCC omit any exfence to such pronouncement2ven if it findsreason to
side withproi ndustry scientists, shouldndt this gove

are currently in the same potential carcinogessas lead paint

Now | et 6s |closely at the tloublesomedbut presumably clueless croidsob me
partieso dobaadierhhhet EGE t o di s miesnartHardelt 6 s begi n
professor of Oncology and Cancer Epidemiology at the University Hospital in Oreboro, Sweden

Until recently it was impossible to gain any real sense of brain tumor risk from wireless since
brain tumors often tak@0 or moreyears to develop. But the cohort of letegym users has been
growing. In a study published in the International Journal of Oncaiog913,Dr. Hardell and
Dr. Michael Carlberg found that the risk of gliotnghe most deadly type of brain cangense
with cell phone usagd&he risk was highest among heavy cell phone users and those who began
to use cell phones before the age of20.

Indeed, those who used their phones at least 1640 hours (which would be roughly 30
minutes a day fonineyears) had nearly three times the glioma incideDeg.Hardelland
Carlbergalso found that gliomas tend to be more deadly among heavy wireless€alle

Perhaps of greatest loitgrm relevance,lgpma risk was found to be four times higher
among thosavho began to use mobile phones as teenagers or earlier. These findings, along with
the established fact that it generally takes decades for tumorethty environmental agents to
appear, suggetitat the worst consequences of omnipresargless devicebave yet to beeen

In a 2013 paper published Revievs on Environmental Heah, Drs. Hardell and Carlberg
argued that the 2011 finding of the IARKGatident f i ed cel | p hcaroirogeit@ s a 0 p
needs to be revised. The conclusion on radiofrequency electromagnetic fields from cell phones
shoul d cellphoneb ae ndt just a possible carcinay@heycannowbé r egar ded as
carcinogenic to humanso and the direct cause
seriougtype of tumor)*® Of course, theseiews are not universally accepted.

The usual spin amorigdustry supporters when presented wébearchhat produces
troublingr esul t s i s along the |lines of: AW&M might
fact, the Hardell results were echoed in the French CERENAT study, reported of RzlA4.
The CERENAT study also found higher risk among heasers, defined as those using their
phones at least 896 hours (just 30 misatelay for five yearsi These addi ti onal d e



previous findings concerning a possible association between heavy mobile phone use and brain
tumors, o the*study concluded

Cell phones are not the only wireless suspéaked what he would do if he had pohcy
making authority, Dr. Harde#lwiftly replied thathewould b an wi r el ess u-se i n
school s. YouFid oon 6htEThimevespeasy nt er esting in view
sharply hiked spending to promote and exteneFiWisage, as well as its consistent refusal to set
more stringent standards fdrildren (nore on all this latgrButfornowl et 6 s f urt her fi
roster ofnntahmee dF GiGbéosmeu parti es. 0

Martin Blank is a Special Lecturer in Physiology and Cellular Biophysics at Columbi
University. Unlike Dr. Harde]lwho looks at broad epidemiological effects over time, Dr. Blank
sees cause for concern in research showing therelagjical response at the cellular level to the
type of radiation emitted by wireless devicesT he bi ol ogy tell s you wunegq
treats radiation as a p Blanksailinalhté 20idermiend’gi ng i n

ATie ol ogy tell s yloouw iltedvse |.dlhonggheemeaadsitschdve a
been difficult to replicate, researchers have identified a wide range of cellular responses
including genetic damage and penetration of the blood brain b@rieBlank specifically cited
the fAcellular stress responseo in which cells

It is still not clear whether biological responsethe cellular levetranslate into human
health effectsBut the research seems to invalididite basic premise of FCC standthat the
only biological effect of the type of radiation produced by wireless devices is tissue laating
very high power levels. Buhé standards et t i ng agencies fiignore the
Blank.Hedesar bes t he FCC as being fiin industryods po

Swedenbés Lund University is annually ranked
Leif Salford hasbeen chairman of the Dapmentof Neurosurgery at Lund since 19%e is
also a former president ofdlEuropean Association for Neu@ncology. In the spring of 2000,
Professor Salford told mewod hldadgéstiolagieal ess usage
experiment ever®d

He has conducted numeroagperiments exposing rats to cellutgpe radiationIndividual
experiments have shown the radiation to penetrate the-blama barrier, essential to protecting
the brain from bloodstreamxims. Professor Salford also found thiats exposed to radiation
suffered loss of braincells A r at 6 sybmach i bBeveaTheyhavasthea human

same bloo¢brain barrier and neuronrdle have good reason to believe
brains also happens i n hDu Safordhgsalso $peculdtenl that t he B
mobile radiationcould r i gger Al zhei merés disease in some

more research would be needed to establish any such causal relatiDoskithis man deserve
to be dismissed as one of a nameless and disc



And what abouthe American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP)which represents 60,000
American doctors who care for children? In a December 12, [28t&2 to former Ohio

Congressman Dennis Kucinich, AAP PresidentThomas Mclnerny writesi Chi | dr en ar e
disproportionately ffected by environmental exposures, including cell phone radiation. The
di fferences in bone density and the amount of

brain could allow children to absorb greater quantities of RF energy deeper into timsithaa
adufts. o

In a subsequent letter to FCC officials dated August 29, 2013, Dr. Mclnerny points out that
i c hi haveverare not little adults and are disproportionately impacted by all environmental
exposures, i ncl udiCargentEGClexpospré standards; setbackin 1996n . 0
Ado not account for the unique vulnerabilit
childreno he wrote. (Insert slide: A Plea from Pediatricial®)es an organization representing
60,000 practitioers who care for children deserve to be brushed off alongiwstto me heal t h
safety interest groups?o

y

So what is the FCC doing in response to what avéng least is a troubling chaof clues to
cellular danger? A has donavith wireless infrasticture, the FCC has to this point largely
relied on industryiself-regulationo Though it set standards for device radiation emissions back
in 1996, t h agenarglgestceviced isaRespidetits responsibility for the safety
of cell phonesthe FCC relies on manufacturégoodfaith efforts to test thenCritics contend
that this has allowed manufacturers undue latitude in testing their devices

Critics further contend that current standards, in place since cell phones were barely in use,
are far too lax and do not refldbie heavy usage patterns theave evolvedworse still,industry
is allowedto test its own devices using an imprecise system that makes no special provision for
protecting children and pregnant wom@me 2012 studyoted that the procedure widely used
by manufacturers to test their phoies ubst anti ally underesti mat eso
absorbed by 97% of thepog at i on, fAes@Pecihhal ldy sctieladr emno abs
times as much RF energy. Other pesswith smaller heads, including women, are also more
vulnerable The authors recommend an alternative computer simulation technique that would
provide greater insight into the impact of cellular radiation on children and on to the specific RF
absorptiorrates of different tissues, which vary gredfly.

Acting on recommendations of the General Accounting Office, the FCC is nhow
reconstlering its standards fovireless testing anallowedemissionsOn the surface, this may
seem to represent an effort tohtign standards to promote consumer health and sBigtgnany
believe the FCC6s eventual new standard wil/l
fromi n d u st -repodtesl ensissionflevels. They 6r e under great pressu
loosenthecrdr i a, 0 not es rectorofthe Menterkon Famity and Cammimunity
Heal th at UC Ber kel e?%omfe& isthahe FCCaduldieaslrd thec He a |
allowed radiation adorption level (SAR) ovea wider sample of tissueffectively loosening the



standard allowable energy absorpti@me FCC official, who asked that his name not be used,
contended that a decision had not yet been made to loosen the standard.

But to this point, there is little evidence the FCC is listeiimgnyone beyond its familiar
friends in the wireless industr@arl Blackman, a scientist the EnvironmentalrBtection
agency untiretiringin 2014 notes that the FCC does rely to some degree on arageecy
governmental group for advice on heatbattersThe group includes, for example,
representatives from the EPA and the EDA

Blackman served on thatlvisorygroup and he says that it has hekvided. Though some
government advisers to ti€C find evidence of wireles®Hth risks convincingothers remain
skeptica) said BlackmanRoot of the skepticism: even though numerous researchers have found
biological and health effects, the mechanism for action byiorwaing radiation on the human
body has still not been identified.] d o ntdh e rt dughflaecansensus within thedo
Frequencylteragency Wor king Group for them td come ¢
But political pressuresalsofigure mightily in all this.The EPA notably,was once a hub of
research on RF effestemployingas many as 35 scientiskéowever theresearclprogram was
cut offin the late 80sluring the Regan presidend@lackman says heas personally
Aiforbiddend to study heal t HHef tfeactmedby thifia Mo
d e c i but recoghized that if he wanted to continue to work at the EPA he would have to do
research in another area

Blackman is cautious in imputing motives to the high government officials who wanted his
work at EPAstoppedBut he does sathat poliical pressure has been a factobaith the EPA
andFCC. i T h e ¢&ofl®were quite responsivette biological point of viewBut there are
al so pressur es o0 n Thelr@C, He Guggedts; mamnoti justdoe lsokimg yat.the
scientificevidencéd Th e F CC®d i kes it thisanfiadhded by political
consideratfons as well .o

Still, the FCC has ultimate regulatory responsibiihyd cannot indefinitely pass the buak
an issue of fundamental public healRemarkablyijt has not changedourse despite the IARC
classification of cell phogs as possibly carcinogendgspite the recent studisisowingtriple
the glioma risk for hegvusersdespite the floodtide of research showingldigical effectsand
despite even the recent defectidrcore industry booster Alex Lerchit.is the refusal of both
industry andhie FCC to even acknowledgestitascade ofvarning signs that seems most
incriminating

Of course, indusy behavior goes well beyond pushingforth€ C6s  wi | | f ul i gno
inaction.Industry behavioalsoincludes seHservingpublic relations and hyper aggressive legal
action. It can also involve undermining the credibitifyand cutting off théunding for
researchers who do not endorse cellular safieitythesehardball tatics thatrecall 20" century
Big Tobaccaactics.It is these tatics thatheighten suspicion that the wirelesdustry does



indeed have dirty secretAnd it is those tactics that intensify the spotlight on an FCCdbat
timidly follows the script of the fabuloushyealthy,bullying, billion-dollar berficiariesof
wireless.



Chapter Four: You Dondét Need Wires To Ti e

Sol et ds |l ook a Ilittle more deeply at some of
500 meetings a yeavrith the FCC Lobbying is one thingintimidation is anotheiCTIA has
shown its skill a and willingness to uge both.

Outright legal bullying is &avored tacticThe City of San Francisco passed an ordinance in
2010 that required cell phone manufactuterdisplay more prominently information on the
emissions from their deviceghis information was already disclogedut often buried in
operator manuals and on manufacturer websltes.idea was to ensure that consumers saw
information already mandateohd provided

Seeing this as a threat to its floodtide of business, the industry sued the City of San
FranciscoThe City, fearing a prolonged ledgajht with an industry that generates hundreds of
billions of dollars in annual revenue, backed down.

On May 12, 2015Berkeley, @ | i f orni adés City Casimilari | unani ma
ordinanceJoel Moskowitz, director of the Center for Family and Community Health at the
University of CalifornaBer kel ey6s School of Publi o Healt h,
Berkeley, he says, didnoét wa ndlyzed $an FranoiscBont o t h
it tried to draft the most inoffensive and mild language possiiie proposed Cell Phone Right
to Know ordinancefiTo assure safety, the Federal Goveent requires that cell phones meet
radio frequency (RF) exposure guidelines. If you carry or use your phone in a pants or shirt
pocket or tucked into a bra when the phone is ON and connected to a wireless network, you may
exceed the federal guidelines Bposure to RF radiation. This potential risk is greater for
children. Refer to the instructions in your phone or user manual for information about how to use
your phone safelg’®

Sounds pretty inoffensive, no? Not to O€IA, whichindicatedthat it was prepared tsue
according to Berkeley City Attorney Zach Cow&rfOn June 8, CTIA did indeed sue the City
of Berkeley.)

Well, from theindustry point of viewwhy not throw around your weigh&mash mouth
legal tactcs have beehighly successfuthusfar as industry has managed to throttle several
efforts to implicate manufacturers in cases where heavg gaéfered brain tumors

But onecurrent case has advanced in district court in Washington to the poir thiker
judgeallowed plaintiffs to present expert witness testimony. The industry responsdefii@ a
action seeking tovalidatelong-held court methods for qualifying expert withesses

This is a very richndustry thatdoesnot hesitate to outspend abdlly challengers ird
submissionMeanwhile, amidst the legal smoke and medical confusion, the industry has



managed tonake the entire world dependent on its products. Even tobacco never had so many
hooked users.

Such sustained succaaghe face of medical ddot has required industry to keep a lid on
critics and detractors. dhy scientis s w h o 6 reat or potential dsk from the sort of
microwave radiation emanatingp wireless devices have learned there is a price to be paid for
standing up to the indtry juggernautA few prominent examples:

In 1994,University of Washington researchers Henry Lai and N.P. Singh found that rats
exposedo microwave radiation suffered DNA damage to their brain céliss was a scary
finding since DNA damage can ko mutations and possibly cancer

The reaction from industry was swililotorola was at that time the U.S. market leader in
cell phonesin a memorandum obtained by the journal Microwave News, Motorola PR honcho
Norm Sandler outlined how the companycbulidownpl ay the significanc

Onestepi We have developed a |ist of independent
recruiting individuals willing and able to re
Afteroutini ng such measures, he concl ugaenceddat hdMot c

issue The practices of linig up industryfriendly testmo ny a ngda niiwvnagro r esear c he
come up with unfavorable resultave been persistent themes vitits industry

Motorola “War-Games” Bad News

Motorola, Microwaves and DNA Breaks:
“War-Gaming” the Lai-Singh Experiments

“We have developed a list of independent experts in this field and are in the
process of recruiting individuals willing and able to reassure the public on
these matters.”

“I think we have sufficiently war-gamed the Lai-Singh issue...”

Af t er L swele publisteedvotbrdla decided to sponsor further research on
microwaves and DNA damage. Oftentimes, lab resufisatebe reproduced by other


























































































