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May 27, 2020

Attention FCC:
Please see my comments below regarding FCC 19-226
"Notice of Proposed Rule Making."

Issue #1: The FCC is planning to establish "safe" human exposure guidelines to ultra high
frequencies, above 100 Gigahertz (GHz).

The FCC's repeated refusal to consider biological effects from exposure to all types of wireless
radiation shows a clear and dangerous intention to disregard the emerging science which must
inform its decisions regarding public health.

The agency's reliance on organizations of physicists and engineers for advice on human
exposures has resulted in a sole focus on "thermal" effects, despite thousands of published,
peer-reviewed studies showing biological harm, even at non-thermal levels, for various
frequency ranges.

The FCC's own admission that it is unaware of any other types of effects demonstrates a failure
to actively investigate the issue by proactively engaging with the scientific community studying
the short and long-term biological impacts of exposure to humans and possible interference
with systems of the natural world. Failure to seek out and consider the latest science makes
decisions of the FCC suspect.

Moreover, the complex comment process used by the FCC virtually ensures that most
commenters will be those who follow the activities of the agency closely and have a financial
interest in the agency's decisions.

One of my dearest friends committed suicide due to EMF illness. She was evaluated for the
condition by multiple doctors and did not have any underlying psychological issues. She left two
small children behind. It is irresponsible to deploy 5G without conducting the necessary studies
to determine the safety of 5G or the long-term effects on human beings when we already have
evidence of health risks from 4G.

“Links hereby incorporated by reference” to ensure that the study becomes a part of the record:

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0013935118300161

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.qgov/25098501/?dopt=Abstract

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.qov/17187929/

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2213879X14000583
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https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/FCC-19-126A1.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0013935118300161
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Issue #2: The FCC is considering allowing manufacturers to average the radiation output of
consumer devices over time.

| do not support the proposed change to allow manufacturers to produce wireless devices that
govern their own radiation power output, especially for notebooks and tablets frequently used
by children who, according to the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), are more
vulnerable to RF radiation than adults.

Since the justification for this proposed rule change is that manufacturers want to be able to
deliver more data to notebooks and tablets, it seems obvious that this change would result in
higher exposures for users.

| object to the practice of allowing exposures to be averaged over time to comply with FCC
exposure limits. There is no scientific basis to support the notion that short, periodic bursts of
RF radiation are not biologically harmful, or that only cumulative effects over time may have an
impact. The FCC should establish temporal limits for both Specific Absorption Rate (SAR) and
power density.

Further, | agree with the American Academy of Pediatrics that the FCC's current method of
testing wireless devices is not reflective of the way people actually use technology today. Given
the increasing use of wireless devices by children and adolescents, we encourage the FCC to
seek out and utilize testing protocols that reflect real-world situations.

I have two friends who are in close proximity to cell towers and both have developed tumors and
cancer. The impact of this increased EMF exposure in their neighborhood was not exclusive to
them as they enaged in community outreach in their neighborhood they discovered extreme
impacts on health of several individuals correlating to various changes in health after the towers
went up and increased exposure was experienced. These health changes included cancers, the
development and diagnosis of autoimmune disfunction and diseases as well as impacts on
several children in the neighborhood.

“Links hereby incorporated by reference” to ensure that the study becomes a part of the record:

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30247338/

https://arxiv.org/pdf/1711.03683.pdf

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1797826/

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23440607/

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6597695/
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Issue #3: How should the FCC regulate Wireless Power Transfer (WPT) technologies that can
remotely charge devices while the user is in motion?

| recommend that before the agency considers even tentative approval of WPT devices
operating at ranges in excess of 50 cm, it requires manufacturers to conduct pre-market testing
to demonstrate the safety of such devices when used in all possible “worst case” scenarios,
including mitigation techniques to avoid inadvertent or collateral damage to the public. Such an
analysis must include consideration of biological impacts.

The issues here are very significant. How will this impact an older person with an implanted
cardiac pacemaker who uses a remote charger to charge his cell phone while he is moving
around with the phone in his shirt pocket? Or consider the couple trying to get pregnant if the
man's phone is frequently being charged wirelessly in the front pocket of his pants, with the
beam irradiating his testicles?

What kind of human is the FCC considering protecting? What size, shape, age, and with what
kind of underlying medical problem or weakness? | urge the agency to consider updating its
standard anatomical models to reflect the wide variety of possible users.

“Links hereby incorporated by reference” to ensure that the study becomes a part of the record:

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28524704/

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/2047487317734898?rfr dat=cr pub%3Dpubme
d&url ver=739.88-2003&rfr id=ori%3Arid%3Acrossref.org

https://www.spandidos-publications.com/ijo/51/2/405

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749118310157?via=ihub

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0013935118304973?via%3Dihub

https://insights.ovid.com/crossref?an=00004032-201909000-00004

Sincerely,
Susannah Weaver
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