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RF Safety of Tower-Mounted Cellular Antennas
By Richard R. Strickland, RF Safety Solutions LLC

When the subject of installing a tower with cellular antennas or putting
cellular antennas on existing structures such as water tanks or church
steeples comes up, it often raises strong feelings. You just made a deal
to lease space on your rooftop to a wireless company, and now you are
having second thoughts as to what problems this might introduce.
Somebody just noticed the antennas on the roof of the school—how
dare they put children at riski

Questions like this come up every day. With the information available
on the Intemet, everybody is quick to do some research. But putting it
all together and making sense of it is far from easy. RF standards and
regulations can be confusing. And applying this information to your
particular situation is even more difficult.

ciiA•

RF Safety Issues with Cellular Towers
The major concern over exposure to RF energy is heating of the human 1̂]' ^
body. Workers who climb cellular towers and get very close to cellular
and other wireless services antennas must take care not to be exposed
to excessive levels of RF energy, which is the reason that most
companies require that workers who climb towers complete RF safety
training. This is where Icome in. When I explain the danger areas
around such antennas to my students, I always use this rule of thumb:
"You are perfectly safe and can remain in any area providing that the bottom of the antenna is at least 2 feet
above your head." When you consider how high up the antennas are on a cellular tower, it is easy to see why I
can state categorically that there is nothing to worry about in terms of RF energy at ground level.

Cellular antennas have extremely little energy directed downward—that would simply be a waste of energy.
Once the energy is just a few feet from the antenna, it begins to spread out in two dimensions, so the energy
level drops off dramatically with distance. The energy level 100 feet from an antenna is only 1 percent of the
energy level 10 feet from the antenna.

RF Energy and the Human Body
Much of the confusion and concern over exposure to RF energy comes from confusion over the two forms of
radiation that people might encounter. I hear it in the classes that I teach and make a point to explain the
difference in every class, even If the students are all professional engineers.

Think Hiroshima, Nagasaki, Chernobyl, Three Mile Island, X-rays, and Uranium, and everybody gets concerned.
Radioactive materials and X-rays generate what is known as ionizing radiation, which can be very dangerous.
Ionizing radiation kills or mutates human cells, its effects are cumulative and there is no practical minimum. So,
continuous exposure to low levels of ionizing radiation can eventually lead to serious health problems. Just
getting an X-ray kills or mutates millions of cells in your body. But your body will repair itself within two weeks,
providing there is no additional exposure. However, the person giving you the X-ray has to be very careful to get
behind the lead in the door so that they don't get exposed. Unlike you, their exposure would be repetitive and
cause cumulative effects.

In contrast, radio frequency energy and the energy from most of the lightfrequencies are forms of non-ionizing
radiation. This form of energy can heat tissue when it is concentrated enough and is the principle behind the
common microwave oven. But exposure to very tiny amounts of RF energy has much less impact on you than if
the temperature in the room you are in were to change by a small fraction of a degree. Problems occur with
exposure to RF energy only when it is so concentrated that your body has a problem dealing with the excess
heat. The effects are very similar to overexertion.



RF Effects from Celiuiar Phones versus Tower Antennas

People who do some reading on the subject come across concerns about
exposure to cellular energy, and the tendency is to equate this as a concern
over the antennas on the tower. The reality is that ifthere is any RF safety
concern related to cellular phone systems, it is with using the phone itself, not
with the energy from the antennas on the tower. The only exception is ifyou

^ are aworker on the tower very close to one or more of the antennas.g H®''® statements that apply to every tower site with celiuiar antennas:
1• It" you hold a cellular phone near your head, as opposed to texting,

using a headset, or a hands-free device, you will absorb an absolute
minimum of 100 times more RF energy than the maximum you could

^ absorb from any tower-mounted cellular antennas, assuming you are

2. Ifcellular reception is poor in your area, the Installation of a cellular
tQweLoncellular-antennas-on-a-water-tank or In a church-steeple-will
dramatically reduce the RF exposure of anyone that uses a cellular

y phone In a handheld mode.

^^ Consider a typical case where it is proposed for a church to obtain some
t •: • V.I '•®venue by renting space in the church steeple to a cellular provider. But there

^ school in the church, and many people get concerned about putting their
i C/ls3 children at risk. The fact is that by adding the additional antennas, the cell^ Ji phones in the area will dramatically reduce their operating power level. Cell

phones are programmed to use the minimum amount of power needed to
make a good connection. So, when the signal is strong (lotsof bars) the
phone transmits at no more than 10 percent of the power that it uses when the
signal is weak. Andwhen the connection is poor, people tend to hold the
phone tightlyto their heads so that they can hear better, which further
increases theirexposure byanother factor of 10. So, a person holding a
phone tight to his or her head witha poor connection will absorb at least 100
times more RF energy than when the phone is held about an inch awayand
the signal is strong. Under these worst-case conditions, the amount of RF
energy absorbed will be a minimum of 10,000 times higher than you could
possiblyget from the antennas high up on the toweror in the steeple.

The other point is that children tend to not use headsets. This is the reason
that there are significant restrictions on the use ofcellular phones bychildren
in Great Britain. One study showed that children under 20 who use cellular
phones are five times more likely to get brain cancer than childrenwho do not
use cellular phones.

So, when it is proposed toadd a cellular tower near a school, consider the safety ofyour children and voteto
approve!

Qualifications and Background
Ihave 40 years experience in the electronics industry, a BA in Physics, and an MBA. The last 16 years have
been focused entirely on radio frequency (RF) radiation safety. Ibegan work as an independent consultant about
10 years ago, working in many different industries, as well as with the government and the military. Ihave never
worked for any of the companies that operate cellular phone services, but Ihave worked with many of the
smaller companies that build and maintain these systems. My work with these companies is primarily related to
pr^oviding training for the personnel who climb thetowers and work in close proximity tothe cellular and other
wir^eless services antennas such as those usedfor fire, police, and emergency services. Sometimes Iamasked
toindependently evaluate the RF energy levels on sites such as building roofs oronthe ground near towers.
More information on my background and the subject ofRF radiation safety isavailable at
www.RFSafetvSolutions.com.



Objection Letter to Rezoning Burnaby
Planning Department

Wai Sum Yu

2929 Coventry Place APR 25 2016
Burnaby, BC
V5A3P8

April 20,2016 Corresp. #...

RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13, 2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Burnaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend RezoningReference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant

health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all kiiow, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feel) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building
and their customers, but also may result the shutdown of the skjlrain as well as more serious
tragedies.



My second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood
property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
valuesof the houses with health and safety concernsare always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning willcause potential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for suiTounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

My third objection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not
comply with the Burnaby Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of theBumaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services thatmeet the day to day shopping needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit ofa single entity over the
objection of the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who docare
and love the City of Bumaby.

Sincerely yours.

y

Wai Sum Yu

(The house-owner of 2929 Coventry Place, Bumaby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name: o iot'Se l^tit^eco

Address; -6C- i^S-ASfS

Date:

RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13,2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant

health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://wvyw.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may result the shutdown of the skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.

My second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood
property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of thehouses withhealth andsafety concerns arealways lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, andthis impact willbe significant. As
mentioned above, theproposed rezoning will cause potential health andsafety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact onfuture sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since noresidential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

My third objection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not
comply with the Burnaby Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Burnaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs ofthe surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please adviseTelus to relocatethe telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit ofa single entity over the
objection ofthe human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Burnaby.

Sincerely yours.

Name:

(The house-owner of 5f95" CoV p\^ B̂urnaby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name: -3^^ f ~})e>eem}
Address: E>/^//\S (1/2-1IX^ AvstJlB

'ho/lfiZ/Bj j^ C.

AP^IL Z. //6
RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13, 2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference#15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impactson
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant

health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone'towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may result the shutdown of the skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.

My second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood

property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses with health and safety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning will cause potential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

My third obiection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not

comply with the Burnaby Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Bumaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needsof the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
placewith minimum of 400m awayfrom residential zones. Zoning requirements wereput in
place for a reason, andshould not be tossed out for the benefit of a single entity overthe
objection of the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment andprovide a healthy and safe living condition foryourtax payers, who do care
and love the City of Burnaby.

Sincerely yours,

Name: \eFf ONi/2^
(The house-owner of XP! , Bumaby, BC)

(/yiW



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name:

Address:

Date:

Yov^a/3_ KeuV' ^ j A
P- ^nr/^Ai^Y /f.e

/}fWi\ '>-1, z-o/^
RE: OPPOSmON TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13,2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by yourcouncil on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because thischange will lead negative impacts on
health andsafety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant
health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation fromtelecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone toweror antenna could put your healthat significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distanceof up to 400m (about 1300feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of400m.

http://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m ofheight. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may result the shutdown of the skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.

Mv second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood

property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses with health and safety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning will cause potential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

My third objection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not

comply with the Burnaby Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Burnaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of 400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit of a single entity over the
objection of the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Burnaby.

Sincerely yours.

Name: fv-e Ma/
(Thehouse-owner of h „_B^aby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Kai Ji

2971 Coventry Place
Bumaby, BC
V5A 3P8

April 20,2016

RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13,2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I amwriting this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because thischange will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, andaesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant

health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As weall know, the radiation from telecom tower/antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studieshaverevealed that if people livewithina quarter mileof a cell
phone tower, the cellphone tower or antenna could putyourhealth at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newlydeveloped cancercaseswas three times higher among
those who had livedduring the past ten yearsat a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those livingfurtheraway. Looking at only the first 5
years, therewas no significant increased risk of gettingcancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area comparedto the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://vmw.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m ofheight. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapsesby wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existingbuilding
and their customers, but also may result the shutdown of the skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.



My second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood

property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses with health and safety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning will cause potential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

My third objection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not

comply with the Burnaby Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Burnaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of 400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit of a single entity over the
objection of the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Burnaby.

Sincerely yours,

/'
/

Kai Ji /

(The house-owner of 2971 Coventry Place, Burnaby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name:

Address: COM^KSTPO/ ^Ul\Ctz.
BjiWKEV, \J^I\ z\^

Date: 2Sl

RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGEFOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13,2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I amwriting this letter in regards to the public hearing by yourcouncil on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to passa bylawto amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health andsafety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant
health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with anteimas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antemia will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may result the shutdownof the skytrainas well as more serious
tragedies.

My second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood

property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses with health and safety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning will cause potential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

My third objection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not

comply with the Burnaby Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Burnaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimumof400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements wereput in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit of a single entity over the
objectionof the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe livingcondition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Burnaby.

Sincerely yours.

Name: S.U. C\\d\

(The house-owner of ^ CO\)cKJp^f ,Burnaby, BC)



Name:

Address:

Date:

Objection Letter to Rezoning

Zqfo CO

fiPKIC-

RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13,2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to passa bylawto amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant
health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies haverevealed that if people livewithin a quarter mileof a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newlydeveloped cancercases was three times higheramong
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distanceof up to 400m (about 1300feet) from
the cellulartransmittersite, compared to those living further away. Lookingat only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin meianoma, lung and blood cancerwere all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://www.freehelDforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may result the shutdown of the skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.

Mv second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood
property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses withhealth andsafety concerns arealways lower thanthe market value for
comparable properties notsubject to the influence, and this impact v^ll be significant. As
mentioned above, theproposed rezoning will cause potential health andsafety risks; as a result
thiswill also cause negative impact on foture sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, thevisual unattractiveness canresult with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore hightower
(10.7m)standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

Mv third objection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not

complv with the Burnabv Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Bumaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intendsto introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please adviseTelus to relocatethe telecom tower to a safe
placewith minimum of 400m awayfrom residential zones. Zoning requirements wereput in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit of a single entity over the
objectionof the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Bumaby.

Sincerely yours,

Name:

(The house-owner of ", Bumaby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name: fLLfsJ i- /AA ^AKo fOK4U>//f

Address: C, f v/eM T(2.-f pL/f^e"

Date: ACr'. \ , '2-0f(,
RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13,2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant

health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 ofyour council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may result the shutdownof the skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.

My second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood

property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses with health and safety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning will cause potential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

My third objection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not
comply with the Burnabv Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Burnaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway andBainbridge Avenue is intended for fttture Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs ofthe surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit of a single entity over the
objection of the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Burnaby.

Sincerely yours, ^ ,

I

Name:

(The house-owner of t.'Z- £: oV Burnaby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name: ffj

il
RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13, 2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Burnaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principai objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant

health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31ni from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building

Dale:



and their customers, but also may result the shutdown of the skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.

My second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood
property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses with health and safety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning will causepotential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
valueof the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of theirwindows (even with parapets).

My third objection reason is such rezoning does not comply with the Burnaby
Ofticial Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Burnaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of 400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit of a single entity over the
objection ofthe human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Burnaby.

Sincerelyyours,

Name:

(The house-owner of , Burnaby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name:;^lAA|Zc?vA n. 1

Address: "J| Col\ iS+^ Xi R-l 0e
BUl2-M.<xbw BC-
\I6A SPS"

Date: /\pr.a^ , ZLOl h>

RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13,2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant

health and safety risks to our neighborhood ^ )
A « 0

As we all know, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may result the shutdown of the skytrain as well as moreserious
tragedies.

My second obiection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood
property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses withhealth andsafety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, theproposed rezoning will cause potential health andsafety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of theirwindows (even withparapets).

My third obiection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not
comply with the Burnaby Official Community Plan f |

^ ifThe Commercial Policy Framework of the Burnaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs ofthe surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not betossed out for the benefit ofa single entity over the
objection ofthe human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City ofBurnaby.

Sincerely yours.

Name:.gL<^ (aolA P-eJnf^oi Ii (
(The house-owner of -] | ^5 CoH'i . Burnaby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name:

pi--Address:

Date:

RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13,2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant

health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the innei" area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may result the shutdownof the skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.

My second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood

property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses with health and safety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning will cause potential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

My third objection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not

comply with the Burnaby Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Bumaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of 400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit of a single entity over the
objection of the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Burnaby.

Sincerely yours,

Name:

(The house-owner of , Burnaby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name:

Address: Ol- - AUQ

Date: rfk 2^i Id
RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13,2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

1am writing this letterin regards to the public hearing by yourcouncil on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant
health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation from telecomtower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people livewithina quarter mileof a cell
phone tower, the cell phonetoweror antenna couldput yourhealth at significant risk. According
to the linkbelow, the proportion of newly developed cancercases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
thecellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the irmer area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancerwas 3.38in the innerarea compared to the outer area. Breast
cancertopped the list, with an averageage of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
aiea, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of yourcouncil reportsubjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennasare planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4mfrom the neighboringsingle family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

httr)://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antennawill be 10.7mof height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by windor other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may resuh the shutdown of the skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.

Mv second obiection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood

property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surrounded by residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses with health and safety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subject to the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning will cause potential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can resuh with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with pai-apets).

Mv third obiection reason is such rezoning does not comply with the Burnabv

Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Bumaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services that meet the day to day shopping needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilities into this ai'ea.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of 400m away fi:om residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not be tossed out for the benefit of a single entity over the
objection of the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Bumaby.

Sincerely yours,

Name:

(The house-owner of , Bumaby, BC)



Objection Letter to Rezoning

Name: CjlpcO
Address: -j / ^ ^ dl.

Date: ^d~. ^^16

RE: OPPOSITION TO ZONING CHANGE FOR BURNABY ZONING BYLAW 1965,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 13, 2016, BYLAW NO. 13589, REZONING REFERENCE
#15-16

Dear Bumaby City Council:

I am writing this letter in regards to the public hearing by your council on April 26 2016. Your
council intends to pass a bylaw to amend Rezoning Reference #15-16.1 would like to object
strongly against such inappropriate alteration, because this change will lead negative impacts on
health and safety, property values, and aesthetics to residents in our community.

My principal objection reason is the zoning change will bring significant

health and safety risks to our neighborhood

As we all know, the radiation from telecom tower/ antenna causes long-term health impacts to
human race. Numerous studies have revealed that if people live within a quarter mile of a cell
phone tower, the cell phone tower or antenna could put your health at significant risk. According
to the link below, the proportion of newly developed cancer cases was three times higher among
those who had lived during the past ten years at a distance of up to 400m (about 1300 feet) from
the cellular transmitter site, compared to those living further away. Looking at only the first 5
years, there was no significant increased risk of getting cancer in the inner area. But after 5 years,
the odds ratio for getting cancer was 3.38 in the inner area compared to the outer area. Breast
cancer topped the list, with an average age of 50.8 year compared with 69.9 years in the outer
area, but cancers of the prostate, pancreas, bowel, skin melanoma, lung and blood cancer were all
increased. However, based on the Section 3.4.3 of your council report subjected Rezoning
Reference #15-16, the proposed telecom tower with antennas are planned to be located
approximately 31m from the neighboring single family residential property to the south, and
23.4m from the neighboring single family residential property to the east. Such distances are
much less than the above mentioned safe radius of 400m.

http://www.freehelpforcancer.com/cancers/cell-phone-towers-how-far-is-safe

As well, the proposed telecom tower/antenna will be 10.7m of height. It has only 3-4m offset
from the skytrain rail track, once it collapses by wind or other forces not only may it cause
serious injuries to employees working in the five restaurants and stores in the existing building



and their customers, but also may resuh the shutdown ofthe skytrain as well as more serious
tragedies.

My second objection reason is the zoning change will reduce neighborhood
property values.

The proposed rezoning area is surroundedby residential R1 zone. It is common sense that the
values of the houses with health and safety concerns are always lower than the market value for
comparable properties not subjectto the influence, and this impact will be significant. As
mentioned above, the proposed rezoning will cause potential health and safety risks; as a result
this will also cause negative impact on future sales price for surrounding residential properties.

Also, from the aesthetic point of view, the visual unattractiveness can result with the decline in
value of the surrounding properties too, since no residential owners like a eyesore high tower
(10.7m) standing in front of their windows (even with parapets).

My third objection reason is the zoning change is such rezoning does not
comply with the Burnaby Official Community Plan

The Commercial Policy Framework of the Burnaby Official Community Plan (OCP) indicates
that the intersection of Lougheed Highway and Bainbridge Avenue is intended for future Urban
Village Centre development, which includes local commercial uses to accommodate convenient
commercial facilities and services thatmeet the day to day shopping needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. However, this rezoning intends to introduce non-shopping purpose
telecommunication equipments/ facilhies into this area.

In a word, if it has to be relocated, please advise Telus to relocate the telecom tower to a safe
place with minimum of400m away from residential zones. Zoning requirements were put in
place for a reason, and should not betossed out for the benefit ofa single entity over the
objection of the human race and neighborhood residents. Please highly value the residency
environment and provide a healthy and safe living condition for your tax payers, who do care
and love the City of Burnaby.

Sincerely yours,

Name:

(The house-owner of , Burnaby, BC)


	15-16 batch cover
	Rez Ref #15-16 Corresp. (Opposed).pdf

