October 15, 2020
Dear WSSC,

I am asking for an immediate halt to the AMI "smart" meters until an environmental impact
statement/review is completed.

The AMI meters emit Radiofrequency radiation (RFR) and there are no laws in place to ensure
protections for birds, bats, insects, bees or trees. You cannot just rollout a network that increases RFR into
our neighborhoods when you have not investigated the effects on the environment.

In light of the fact that we are talking about thousands of radiating meters, you have a responsibility to
ensure safety for our community and environment by evaluating effects before deployment.

The "health expert hired did not review impacts to trees or insects.

Thank you,
Theodora Scarato
Environmental Health Trust

FCC and ICNIRP limits were not developed to protect our flora or fauna. Wireless radiation “safety”
limits for trees, plants, birds and bees simply do not exist. No US agency nor international authority with
expertise in science, biology or safety has ever acted to review research and set safety limits for birds,
bees, trees and wildlife.

It is a major gap in accountability.

The FCC project that the 5G needs over 800,000 “small” cell tower sites in the US alone. These new
“small” cell towers (taller street lights and utility poles) will substantially increase the ambient
environmental levels of radiofrequency radiation. Birds do perch on cell antennas. Bats, bees and
pollinators will be flying directly through the radiation plumes from these new cell antennas. Tree leaves
and limbs will receive high exposures from near direct contact to cell antennas in neighborhoods with
heavy foliage.

No agency has ever set limits to ensure safety for wildlife or trees. The FCC limits (outdated) we have are
for humans.

Furthermore at this time there is no environmental agency with a funded mandate to ensure bees, trees
birds and wildlife are protected in regards to cell tower networks.

It is not that the laws we have are inadequate... it is that we literally have no laws and no agency with
oversight when it comes to impacts to our flora and fauna- the environment.

Several literature reviews warn that non-ionizing EMFs are an “emerging threat” to wildlife (Balmori
2015, Curachi 2013, Sivani 2012) and impacts to pollinators are documented in published studies (Favre
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2011, Kumar et.al.. 2011, Lazaro et al., 2016). Field research has found years of exposure to cell tower
radiation damages trees (Waldmann-Selsam, C., et al. 2016, Helmut 2016, Haggerty 2010) and plants
(Halgamuge 2017, Pall 2016, Halgamuge and Davis 2019). Radiofrequency radiation has been found to
affect the magnetic sense of invertebrates (including insects) (Tomanova and Vécha, 2016; Vacha et al.
2009) birds (Engels et al.. 2014) and mammals (Malkemper et al., 2015). Furthermore research shows
bees and pollinators could suffer serious impacts from the higher frequencies to be used in 5G as the
higher frequencies resonate with their bodies resulting in up to 370% higher absorbed power.

Currently there is no U.S. Government-funded research program into the non-thermal biological effects of
RF emissions to the environment. The EPA, which formerly conducted such research, lost all of its
research funding in 1996, and has done nothing since. In July 2020 the Director of the Radiation
Protection Division of the EPA Lee Ann B. Veal wrote Theodora Scarato Executive Director of EHT that
the EPA had no funded mandate to regarding wireless radiofrequency matters and that they are not aware
of any developed safety limits or research reviews related to impacts of wireless on birds bees and the

environment. Read the letter. The EPA stated their last research review was their 1984 Report. The

FCC confirmed in a USTTI webinar October 15, 2020 that their limits were for humans only.

A Petition for Writ of Certiorari to the United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit from
September 8, 2000. It clarifies how decades ago, when FCC limits were set, the EPA was defunded from

properly reviewing the science on harm from electromagnetic fields.

“The Court’s reliance on the EPA was technically correct but substantively naive. What the Court did not
realize was that Congress terminated funding for radiation research by EPA in 1996, and no staff has been
available at EPA to conduct such research for the past five years.”

“The Court’s reliance on the EPA was technically correct but substantively naive. What the Court did not
realize was that Congress terminated funding for radiation research by EPA in 1996, and no staff has
been available at EPA to conduct such research for the past five years.”
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The Court's reliance on the EPA was technically correct but substantively naive. What the Court did not realize was that Congress
terminated funding for radiation research by EPA in 1996, and no staff has been available at EPA to conduct such research

for the past five years.

This Court can properly take judicial notice of the federal budget levels for this agency. Reproduced on the following page is a
“Summary of EPA Budget and Staffing for RF Radiation Activities from FY 1990-2000" recently supplied

*26 Summary of EPA Budget and Staffing for RF Radiation Activities from FY1990-2000 (Extramural Dollars Only)

FY % 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 % 00
FTE 2.3 22 2.1 21 2 2 0.5 0.5 0.5 05 0.5
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*27 by the agency in response to a request from Senator Joseph L. Lieberman of Connecticut. It will be seen that only one-half
of a staff member is presently assigned to perform EPA's “lead role” in RF radiation health effects, and such has been the case
since 1995. It will also be seen that fotal research expenditures in the five years since 1995 amount to a final payment of 25,000
on a cooperative agreement entered into with NCRP in 1994, Nothing more. In contrast, the EPA research expenditures from
1990 through 1995 totaled $82/,000. While the Court of Appeals was theoretically correct in its reliance on EPA's lead research
responsibility, in practical terms the Court was dead wrong. There is no Congressionally funded research into the biological

effects of cellular tower RF emissions in the agency to which Congress assigned the “*“lead role™ in 1970.

Thus when companies state that proposed antennas are FCC compliant, this has no applicability to
protections for bees, trees or the environment. As the scientific literature amply demonstrates, findings
demonstrate the pressing need for a heavily-funded federal environmental- oriented research program and
compliance with NEPA that considers impacts to wildlife from the increased radiofrequency radiation.
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