
The fight against better cellphone reception in Cape Town 

Residents of Constantia recently celebrated a High Court victory over MTN, the Constantiaberg 
Bulletin reported. 

By Staff Writer - June 26, 2015 68 Comments  
 

Constantia residents have succeeded in getting 
the building approval for an MTN tower set aside 
in the Western Cape High Court, the 
Constantiaberg Bulletin has reported. 

The building approval was originally granted by 
the City of Cape Town and included the MTN 
base station and the erection of a 14.5m mast. 

Nicola Marshall, the resident who lives next to the 
mast, told the Bulletin that the greater Constantia 
community has been opposing cellphone masts 
for over 18 years. 

During the 18-year period residents have protested new masts, despite a number of complaints about the poor 
cellphone signal in the area. 

One movement which was vocal about the lack of coverage in the area was the now-defunct Cellhell.co.za. 

Objections residents raised were “serious concerns over health and devaluation of properties,” Marshall was 
quoted as saying. 

In its response to objections, MTN said it could decommission the site after 5 years if research showed that 
the type of base station it built had harmful effects on health. 

This response from MTN was linked to the core matter the judge ruled on, which was whether the new tower 
could really be considered a temporary building. 

The building approval MTN used to construct the cellular tower was for a temporary structure, the 
Constantiaberg Bulletin reported, and the judge was unconvinced that MTN would take it down. 

Judge Owen Rogers said he found it implausible that MTN could have intended for the base station to only 
operate until March 2018, and ruled that the City’s approval for the site as a temporary structure could not be 
allowed to stand. 

More on cellphone tower disputes 

Another battle against better cellular coverage 

The fight against faster mobile broadband 

4G health warning report slated 

Cellphone radiation killing you? 

Vodacom tower built without landowners’ knowledge – report 

2006 complaint: Constantia has no MTN tower 



Join the conversation 

Matthew Quinton • a month ago  

I am a member of the Strawberry Lane Community... this article adopts the standard pose that people 
who appose the masts are instantly in the wrong and the big cell phone companies are instantly in the 
right.... I want to pose a question here... Why does everyone always immediately assume that we are 
the freaks and that the cellphone company is this big benevolent helper.... we can ONLY lose time and 
money by fighting these towers and when they come down WE LOSE OUR CELL PHONE 
RECEPTION.... so here is what I want you to think about dear reader. If we are educated normal 
people... and our ONLY motivation for brining this tower down is our health and the health of our 
families... we stand to gain NOTHING other than clean airwaves... on the other hand you have the big 
telecoms companies.. making millions from selling bandwidth.... So here's the thing... either there is 
something in the water here and 94% of the community shares a common insanity... or maybe just 
maybe we have a point and maybe just maybe these towers ARE dangerous... and perhaps... it's 
possible (SHOCK!) that the cellphone companies are downplaying the danger to protect their profits.... 
NAH!!! that would never happen in a capitalist society..... never.. those big corporate organisations are 
all about the people before the bottom line... Yeah Right! 

Maryanne • a month ago  

"Fight against better cellphone reception". Another derogatary dig at mast objectors with an article 
which doesn't give much substance to the area's legitimate concerns. The Strawberry Lane website 
opposing the Dalham Rd mast says this: 

"The term Luddite is one of many derogatory insults applied to people who object to masts in their 
neighbourhoods. These people are generally portrayed as being  
anti-technology, pro the Dark Ages, impeding progress… The original Luddite rebellion however was 
primarily a response to harm brought to communities through the undemocratic and destructive way in 
which new technology was deployed. Which is what we object to as well. What we call for is the 
implementation of newer, safer technologies such as fibre cabling and the upholding of the 
Precautionary Principle which states that “where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, 
lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to 
prevent environmental degradation.” 

Pieter Maryanne • a month ago  

Let me guess... The high and mighty of strawberry lane are also against vaccines ? 

 

bengine Pieter • a month ago  

I am sorry you are so insecure you have to find comfort in denigrating people you have 
never met and know absolutely nothing about. If you had any stones at all you would 
come to one of the meetings to meet the people you are insulting and put your opinions 
to them directly. But you are not going to do that are you? Like the rest of the digital 
population you are going to hide behind your digital presence and throw insults at 
people you do not know on a topic you know absolutely nothing about. 

Ag shame. 

john smile • a month ago  

EMR radiation from cell towers and any wireless device is simply deadly 
we don't need more cell towers to improve cellphone reception... a cellphone can work on lot less 
radiation then we are bombarded with...... 



Science isn’t Conclusive that Mobile Phone Can Cause Cancer 
By George Parker 

Given the results of many epidemiological studies, we can conclude that electromagnetic non-ionised 
radiation emitted from mobile and cordless telecommunications equipment and devices do play a role 
in the development of cancer, particularly tumours of the central nervous system. But, governments 
and telecommunication companies funded epidemiological study do favour the fund provider; therefore, 
there is nothing conclusive. 

The most striking result of those possible biased and unbiased studies they seem to agree with each 
other on an obvious correlation between the side at which the phone was used and the side at which 
the tumour occurred. Any hypothetical explanation of such a finding could for example show that 
microwave non-ionised radiation from mobile phones have an effect upon the brain of the phone user, 
but at the same time it may have a promoting effect on previously initiated (multiple) tumours, triggering 
a defence mechanism in the body which is capable of suppressing those unpromoted tumours. 

There has been demonstrated in other studies that the risks are there for several forms of leukaemia, 
but there is no scientific proof or evidence. 

It’s also seen that studies in relation to testicular cancer were common within male users from the 
radiation while wearing on the belt at hip level or in their pocket. Some biased studies gave a high risk 
category factor found; a possible risk cannot be excluded. It has been stated that epidemiological 
findings for testicular cancer needs to be interpreted in conjunction with the results of the studies of 
fertility problems occurring in relation to high frequency and microwave non-ionised electromagnetic 
radiation fields. 

Damaging effects on the immune system, which can aid the development of illnesses, were 
demonstrated in most animal experiments effecting lymphocytes causing a defect of the genetic 
material, and the presence of stress hormones, which when permanent can debilitate the immune 
system. This was also found to be increased in human experiments 
. 
It was well documented that experiments on animals prove harmful effects on the immune system from 
1 W/m2 to 0.2 W/m2 and produced higher secretions of stress hormones in humans, but that isn’t 
enough to conclude that microwave non-ionised radiation causes cancer. 

We know that that microwave non-ionised radiation has influences on the Central Nervous System and 
Cognitive Function; the effects of pulsed and continuous microwave non-ionised radiation on the 

blood‐brain‐barrier and the activity of neurotransmitters were demonstrated in most animal 

experiments for power flux densities of 3 and 10 W/m2 respectively. 

In humans, influences on the slow brain potentials were found at SAR values of 0.882 to 1.42W/kg, i.e. 
well below the current guidelines for partial body exposure of 2 W/kg. 

Impairment of cognitive functions was found in most animal experiments at power flux densities of 
2W/m2, and in humans, there are indications that brain functions are influenced by radiation as they 
occur when using a mobile phone. An epidemiological study of children who had been exposed to 
pulsed high frequency fields, found a decrease in the capability to concentrate and an increase in 
reaction times. 

We can see that the effects of microwave non-ionised radiation on the central nervous system are 
proven for intensities well below the current guidelines. Measurable physiological changes have been 
demonstrated for intensities from 0.5 W/m2. Impairments of cognitive functions are proven for animals 
from 2W/m2. 

We know that the US DIA document of 1976 stated that microwave non-ionised radiation exposure 
caused cardiovascular, neurological, and haemodynamic disturbances, and if that was known in 1976, 
then how come that same knowledge is unknown in the 21st Century, and why the same exposure in 
those days caused those disturbances, which no doubt is happening today, and the medical profession 
is totally ignoring such. 



As we know that microwave illness was known in those days, which is now being referred to as electro 

sensitivity (ES) or electro hypersensitivity (EHS) today that describes disturbances of well‐being and 

impairments of health by people who are in the presence of mobile phones and towers, DECT phones, 
SMART metres, wireless computers/modems and Wi Fi hotspots in the public, work and school place. 

The sensitivity manifests in a variety of symptoms including: nervousness; sleep disturbances; 

headaches/migraines; exhaustion; lack of concentration; irritability; anxiety; stress; cardio‐vascular 

complaints; disruptions of hormones and metabolism; and skin complaints. All of these symptoms are 
the same as Neurasthenia as documented in the US DIA document of 1976. 

Meris • a month ago  

Cell phone towers emit electromagnetic fields (EMF) which cause harmful 
biological effects in humans at mere fractions of the authorized value limits 
of emissions. A study from Brazil has shown that between 1996 and 2006, 7,191 cancer deaths 
occurred within an area of 500 meters of cell towers. Outside of this area, a decrease in the number of 
deaths occurred. The IARC/WHO classification of EMF as “possibly carcinogenic” was based on an 
increased risk for brain tumors from cell phone use. Those who clamor for better reception should read 
the BioInitiative Report and watch the film, “Microwaves, Science and Lies” to understand how the 
telecoms industry and even governments are covering up the truth about health risks from EMF. And 
keep in mind that one day, all of us may be adversely affected by electromagnetic waves emitted by 
our favorite wireless devices. 

Dave Ashton • a month ago  

Apologies if this has already been said, but it probably still bears repeating. 

On May 11th 2015, 190 scientists from 39 countries, experts in the study of the biological effects of 
exposure to radiofrequency / microwave radiation (which is what we're talking about) sent an Appeal to 
the United Nations, all UN member states, and the World Health Organisation, warning of the health 
risks of exposure - particularly children. 

The number of scientists who have signed the Appeal has since risen to 206, from 40 countries. 

There's a fairly binary choice here: either they are all completely wrong, and the radiation emitted by 
cell towers, cellphones, Wi-Fi, smart meters, Bluetooth devices, DECT cordless phones etc., has no 
adverse biological effects at the guideline exposure levels. 

Or they are right, and we are all sustaining serious biological damage as wireless technologies 
proliferate. 

There are thousands of independent scientific studies which support the contention of these scientists, 
and let's not forget that radiofrequency radiation (which includes the microwave spectrum) was 
classified by the International Agency for Research on Cancer, part of the World Health Organisation, 
as a Group 2B Possible Carcinogen in 2011. 

I know which version of events I believe, and so does the French government, which recently enacted 
legislation to prevent children of under 3 being exposed to Wi-Fi radiation, and to limit the exposure of 
older children. 

If anyone still believes that this radiation is somehow "safe", please have a look in your smartphone 
manual, for the instructions on how to use the device to minimise your exposure to the radiation. 

 
Ste. Foy • a month ago  

People should listen to the World Health Organisation. WHO has continued to overlook its own 
agency’s recommendations in favor of guidelines recommended by the International Commission on 
Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) which were developed by a self-selected group of industry 
insiders. Clearly protective. 



Mike Lee • a month ago  

I don't believe I'm alone when I say that the area I live in (which is adjacent to Constantia - Plumstead) 
has unacceptable level of poor cell phone reception. Which I've also heard from representatives of cell 
phone companies that operate here! Problem they say is inadequate coverage! What the F...K are we 
paying for if we get calls dropped, told that " not on network", no ringing tone, or the recipient never 
sees a missed call etc. 
Now we have this issue of "towers are bad for your health"!  
Can anyone provide real evidence from scientific studies that verify this...? 

Maryanne Mike Lee • a month ago  

The issue of towers as health problem isn't a new one - it's just awareness that's growing. the 
Strawberry Lane website has many pointers if you're interested. 

Mike Lee Maryanne • a month ago  

It seems that there is a great deal of confusion regarding the health risks associated with 
the use of cell phones and radiation emanating from cell towers. I found two articles of 
interest when I googled this subject - The American Cancer Society stated that there is 
no evidence to support claims of " cell towers causing cancer" and on Wikipedia it was 
stated that in a 2007 assessment by the European Commission on Emerging and Newly 
Identified Health Risks that "exposure to RF fields is unlikely to lead to an increase in 
cancer in humans".  
Worth reading up on.... 

bengine Mike Lee • a month ago  

Mike, that is only the start of the rabbit hole. This issue is so convoluted it is not 
as simple as reading a wikipedia article. Unfortunately we live in an age where 
Google and WikiPedia are being accepted as sources of definitive fact when they 
are most definitely not. Obviously this cuts both ways but the logic on this issue 
is as follows. The concerns over health issues of cellular transmissions is not 
new - it has been around for almost as long as the phones have. If there was no 
harm from this technology we would see a tipping in the balance with more 
studies showing previous studies were wrong and less studies finding evidence 
of harm. What we are seeing is the opposite - more studies are showing harm 
and not just cancer - that is what everyone is focusing on and the WHO is almost 
exclusively looking for evidence of glioma and acoustic neuroma - but what 
studies are showing is that cancer is just one of the outcomes - not the endpoint. 
Studies are showing that long term access to these emissions decrease the 
body's ability to fight / prevent various ailments so while everyone is focusing on 
cancer there are many other effects that are not being considered. 
The key thing here is that the effects result from long term exposure - especially 
in children - which means we simply have not had enough exposure time at the 
current pervasive levels to see a trend. However, what we have seen is  
a) WHO moving the classification to a 2b (2011) 
b) Cell manufactures ALL including in their documentation health warnings about 
the device. 
If the technology was safe we should be seeing a trend in the other direction - 
WHO downgrading the classification and no warning lables - on the latter. We 
are also starting to see other puzzling (in the light of the "it's safe" mantra) 
developments like Lloyds of London notifying schools that it is excluding cover 
on WiFi related claims.  
When you do further research you might find that conflict of interest in the 
scientific community is now so rife as to almost be a standard to the extent that 
the editor of the Lancet was recently quoted as saying that as many as 50% of 
published studies use dubious techniques to gain a result - refering specifically to 
the pharmaceutical industry (notorious for skewing studies in their favour). Dr 
Henry Lai did a study on studies dealing with the harmful effects of EMR and 
found an inverse relationship between the findings of harm and how the study 



was funded. When funded by industry ~30% found harm ~70% not and 
independent studies the result was reversed. 
WHO is often misquoted as saying there is no evidence of harm - when what 
they actually said is they don't have enough data and asked for more studies to 
be done - especially in the case of children. How did industry respond - they shut 
down there research initiatives.  
Take a look at ICNIRP the organisation that defines the "safety" standards we 
use to set our safety limits. They base it only the thermal properties of EMR and 
completely ignore the non-thermal - and when you look at who ICNIRP is and 
how one gets to be included there is another rabbit hole. 
So, if you are looking for info that is worth reading up on you need to dig a little 
deeper than Google and WikiPedia. Start with CANSA - up until a year ago they 
were saying the same thing as the American Cancer ass - now 
http://www.cansa.org.za/cellph... 

GRES Mike Lee • a month ago  

World Health Organisation: 

http://www.who.int/peh-emf/abo... 

Conclusions from scientific research 

In the area of biological effects and medical applications of non-ionizing radiation approximately 
25,000 articles have been published over the past 30 years. Despite the feeling of some people 
that more research needs to be done, scientific knowledge in this area is now more extensive 
than for most chemicals. Based on a recent in-depth review of the scientific literature, the WHO 
concluded that current evidence does not confirm the existence of any health consequences 
from exposure to low level electromagnetic fields. However, some gaps in knowledge about 
biological effects exist and need further research. 

Are there any health effects? 

A large number of studies have been performed over the last two decades to assess whether 
mobile phones pose a potential health risk. To date, no adverse health effects have been 
established as being caused by mobile phone use. 

bengine GRES • a month ago  

Nice synopsis, mostly incorrect but interesting working of faction. 
The WHO did not conclude that current evidence does not confirm the existence of 
health consequences - if they had they would not have changed the classification to 2b. 
If you actually read their documentation what they said is there is not ENOUGH DATA 
(note DATA not EVIDENCE - English not being your native language it is important you 
understand the difference between those two words) to make a call and called for 
additional studies to be done - especially on children.  
If you go and do more research on who sat on the panel that decided on the 
classification you will find some interesting things there as well - including documented 
evidence on how many of the panel wanted a 2a or 1 classification. If you then go and 
do some more research on ICNIRP (the body who sets our safety limits based on 
thermal effects - while ignoring the non-thermal) you will find a rabbit hole that leads to 
some very interesting conclusions. 
When you are done with that go and look at the effects on voltage gated calcium 
channels, melatonin production, sterility, blood brain barrier permeation, affects on the 
developing child you might find some more information that currently is lacking in your 
synopsis. 

Look forward to more insightful comments in the future - should make for some good 
discussions. 



bengine Mike Lee • a month ago  

thornik • 2 months ago  

Cell tower CAN be dangerous, but if these fighting stupids wasn't so lazy, they could read a little theory 
how that tower signal works: first of all it has DIRECTION like a petal - if you are not inside line of 
translation, nothing to worry about. Second, tower - IT IS A TOWER! It's high enough not to burn you. 
I'm sure if brains were applied, people always can find safe place for the tower. And third, your 
cellphone near your head makes more problem than tower in 100m away! 

Justine Hansen thornik • a month ago  

In response to : "I'm sure if brains were applied, people always can find safe place for the 
tower", it shouldn't be the job of ordinary citizens to find safe places - this is corporate and 
government responsibility. 

According to the City of Cape Town's 2014 Policy on the placement of telecommunications 
structures (incl base stations, masts and antennae), the distance has come down to just 300m 
apart (from 1km in the previous policy) due to escalating traffic and demand in recent years with 
the advent of smart phones. 

In 2011 the Parliamentary Assembly for the Council of Europe issued a report including the 
recommendation that member states of the Council of Europe "put in place information and 
awareness-raising campaigns on the risks of potentially harmful long-term biological effects on 
the environment and on human health, especially targeting children, teenagers and young 
people of reproductive age." 

What are the chances of that kind of education happening in our country as well? 

Maryanne thornik • a month ago  

Ummmmm.... "fighting stupids"? Goodness, you really need to do some homework. Firstly the 
antennae are in the DIRECTION of childrens' bedrooms in a couple of homes. And not 100m 
either - 1/5th that distance. Also not in the shadow of the 14.5m mast. The issue is also more 
related to the well documented biological effects which you should be more aware if you weren't 
so busy stooping to knee jerk ad hominen attacks. 

bengine thornik • a month ago  

"It's high enough not to burn you" 
What has burn got to do with it? There is not a single person out there claiming that harm from 
tower radiation has anything to do with heating - ICNIRP "safety levels" are based on thermal 
properties - it is the non-thermal, long term exposure effects (especially in children) that are 
being exposed as those causing harm. 
And yes your cell phone is more of a problem - but at lease with your phone you have a choice - 
living next to a tower removes your choice. 
Before you go suggesting people use their brains you might do well to follow that advice. 

aquarat thornik • 2 months ago  

RF radiation is not dangerous but I agree with the rest of your post. 

Dam • 2 months ago  

So these people don't use cell phones at all? Because if they do they have no argument at all! Its like a 
person calling for cigarettes to be banned with a smoke in their mouth!! 

 

 



bengine Dam • a month ago  

You can own a cell phone and use it when signal is available while still supporting the 
precautionary approach to the placement of towers. One does not preclude the other. If you 
own a cell phone and complain about signal in other residential areas then you are a hypocrite 
and your argument is valid. However, if you are prepared to make alternative arrangements 
when encountering a bad signal because you support the rights of the community you are in to 
determine what is erected in their neighbourhood - then owning a phone and campaigning for 
cell free areas are not mutually exclusive.  
This has become quite a tired argument and is really only used by those who have little 
understanding of the topic. 

 

John Viveiros • 2 months ago  

Actually, this movement was started by Miriam Agnew, but the torch was further carried by others. She 
lives adjacent to this site and I recall the day she started it, I was there in her home. Her husband 
Kevin, spent a lot on legal fees, I recall his grouching. 

Reception is generally bad in the Constantia area, it always as been.  
Note Constantia residents have a FTTH initiative on the go. 

JohnDoe John Viveiros • 2 months ago  

Don't want a cellphone tower, but bet they go nowhere without their cellphone in hand :p 

Pieter • 2 months ago  

Signal in that part of the world is a joke and almost everyone that lives there complains, so I can 
imagine this must be a few hippies trying to protect their 'herbs' 

Maryanne Pieter • a month ago  

Your ignorance, Pieter, is scary. Maybe because the reality is beyond your comprehension - 
that the vast majority of the upmarket Strawberry Lane area would sign a petition against this 
unlawful installation. 

Pieter Maryanne • a month ago  

The reality that a bunch of rich snobs have nothing better to do with their time than fight 
cellphone companies about masts that have proven to have no effect on human health ? 
Which reality are you referring to?  

bengine Pieter • a month ago  

Before you go insulting people you know nothing about you should first get your 
facts straight. By your "logic" I could look at your name deduce that you are of 
afrikaans decent and then claim that your family was directly responsible for 
apartheid. 

Your ad hominem attack just further highlights your inability to conduct a 
discussion intelligently, rationally and objectively. 

Show me the proof that masts have no effect. You can't - there is no proof - you 
cannot prove no harm. What grows every year as we learn more about the 
effects on human physiology and more observations are made, is the proof 
showing harm. 



Just because you do not know about or choose not to know about studies out 
there does not mean they don't exist. 

Your emotional response is based on your badly informed personal opinion and 
belief and is nothing but hot air. 

Again I ask - show me the proof! 

bengine Pieter • a month ago  

Another informed comment - 142 out of 151 homes polled said no to the mast - mimics the 
survey done in 2011 and 2007. Many people there have bought property because of the low 
signal. Given the punches delivered over the last 17 years in removing 3 masts from the area 
you might want to reconsider the hippies and their herbs statement. 

Pieter bengine • a month ago  

It's 2015 now, a lot has changed in the mobile world in the last 5 years in case you 
haven't noticed. The numbers WILL be different if they conduct these surveys now. 

bengine Pieter • a month ago  

The survey referred to was Nov 2014 how much more 'now' do you want? 

Pieter bengine • a month ago  

Which survey ? Don't see anything about that mentioned here.  

bengine Pieter • a month ago  

The one in my original comment that you responded to ... sheesh! 
The residents were polled in Nov 2014 142 out of 151 homes 
vehemently opposed the mast and signed a petition. This mirrors 
the results of a similar survey done in 2011 and 2007 - do you 
need a link to a picture? 

bengine Pieter • a month ago  

Refer my previous comment 
"Another informed comment - 142 out of 151 homes polled said 
no to the mast" 
A survey carried out by residents in the neighbourhood 2014,2011 
and 2007 

Jacques Millard • 2 months ago  

I would have thought that poor cellphone reception also devalues properties. Well I'm not going to buy 
a house that has bad reception. 

Justine Hansen Jacques Millard • a month ago  

There are other ways of solving bad reception in the home using a fibre solution & boosters / 
femtocells / picocells etc. This kind of solution offers choice to those who want and those who 
don't. 

 

SemiautomatixZA • 2 months ago  



These are the same people that put a phone, that transmits the same electromagnetic radiation, up to 
their heads?  

thornik SemiautomatixZA • 2 months ago  

Nope, they wear hats from the foil! gygygy :) 

stan • 2 months ago  

I live in Constantia and I can assure you that this is not the thinking of the majority of residents. Cell 
phone reception in this are is abysmal. Unfortunately we have a minority of folk here who will oppose 
any type of development. 

bengine stan • a month ago  

Incorrect - in the area concerned in excess of 90% voted against the mast - you are ill informed 
on this matter. 

aquarat stan • 2 months ago  

They should ideally put it to a ward vote. 

Justine Hansen aquarat • a month ago  

People forced to have a powerful mast in their driveway should surely have some say 
too. And another point to consider is that the range of masts  
has been considerably reduced in recent years so a 14.5m mast in one area is not going 
to make much difference to people living a few kms away in another part of Constantia. 
And certainly not people in Plumstead, Wynberg, Bishopscourt, Newlands or anywhere 
else in Ward 62. According to the CoCT's latest draft policy, telecommunication 
infrastructure (which includes base stations, masts / antennae etc) can now be placed 
just 300m apart... 

Cuan Lohrentz • 2 months ago  

Snotty bastards...the cell reception around there is terrible. What adverse health effects...Ever seen 
how quickly the signal strength drops away from the source...geez people 

 

GRES • 2 months ago  

Stupid peoples! 
Electromagnetic radiation does not damage living organisms as proven by physicians and physicists. 
Electromagnetic radiation only heats the water contained in the cells (at very high power - example - 
Microvawe Oven). 
Only the ionizing radiation (Alpha, Beta, Gamma and X-Rays) damages the cells. 
In any case, the radiation from the telephone is a tenth of thousand times greater than that of the mast 
near the person. 

Justine Hansen GRES • a month ago  

Wrong - it has most definitely not been proven that electromagnetic radiation does not damage 
living organisms. But there is accumulating evidence to the contrary. Although too many people 
are so blinded by the convenience of this brilliant technology that they can't recognise the 
danger as well and so use it with awareness and moderation. 

Dane Snowden (spokesman for the US wireless industry) testified in court: “Industry has not 
said once - not once - that cell phones are safe...” They can't. 



Regarding ionising radiation, for many years it was believed that this was also safe. Only when 
people started dying after X-ray parties did they realise it maybe wasn't a good idea. 

And as for comparing radiation from cellphone towers to phones, in 2009, Paul Elliott, a 
professor of epidemiology and public health medicine at Imperial College in London estimated 
with his colleagues that a day’s exposure from a mobile phone tower equals about 30 minutes 
of cell phone use. But in the same year the World Health Organisation reported that “heavy 
users” are more at risk of developing glioma tumours and the minimum amount of time 
designated as heavy use was just 30 minutes a day. ? 

The key issue though is choice. Cellphone users have a choice to disregard the warnings and 
hold devices to their ears for extended periods of time but young children living immediately 
adjacent to a tower don't have a choice. Like the elderly, sick & photosensitive people, they are 
more at risk. As the guidelines underpinning our mast policy highlight. 

bengine GRES • a month ago  

"...as proven by physicians and physicists" 
Please show the proof. There is none. Find me one single objector out there worried about 
heating. Comments like these just demonstrate the ignorance of the people making them. They 
are so uninformed that they can't even address the right topic. 

"Only the ionizing radiation (Alpha, Beta, Gamma and X-Rays) damages the cells." Brilliant - 
another contestant in stating the bleeding obvious. What has this got to do with the matter at 
hand? Are the only ill effects that the human body can experience from heating and ionizing 
radiation? Seems to my you have a very basic understanding of human physiology. 

GRES bengine • a month ago  

I think that you have very basic understanding of physics. 
Human body is conductor which screen internal volume from RF - it's like Faraday Cage 
BTW -i'm physicist and electronic researcher with 40+ y of experience. 
10 y experience in nuclear physics 

 

bengine GRES • a month ago  

And that screening process has no deleterious side effects? 

The fact that there is screening effect is merely a fact - it says nothing about the 
effects on the human physiology. 

 

GRES bengine • a month ago  

Pls google US, UK and Sweden results with screening alltogether more 
than 1,5 mil of peoples - no ONE positive result ! 

bengine GRES • a month ago  

And? What study are we talking about specifically, who funded it? 
What methodology was used, what were the control factors, were 
there clear statement of CI's. 

BTW I sampled everyone I know and not ONE of them had a 
peanut allergy therefore by your logic the people who claim to 
have such allergies are faking it. 



� If you are relying on google and the studies done by survey then we are 
done here. 

yodaho GRES • a month ago  

Just like your grammar - peoples! Does a "telephone" also emit radiation. What was Graham Bell 
thinking! 

GRES yodaho • a month ago  

English is not my mother language - sorry for mistakes. 
But i guess you understand what i wanted to say. 

 
the-TRUTH • 2 months ago  

What's wrong with these cellphone service providers now. It appears that they are as arrogant as the 
government South Africa has. Frankly, we must intensify the fight for our Constitutional rights and consumer 
rights. Enough with this arrogance, lack of accountability from all service providers including government. 
Amandla ngawethu... 

Tim the-TRUTH • 2 months ago  

They must be forced to provide high speed interpret towers for all. VIVA 

William Nettmann Tim • 2 months ago  

You don't need interpret towers - just shove a babelfish in your ear. 

 
arrow • 2 months ago  

Technology is a necessary evil, wtf is wrong with these people. Do they want to communicate via telkom 
landlines?  

thornik arrow • 2 months ago  

No, only pigeons, only hardcore! :) 

Tony Foley arrow • 2 months ago  

Constantia has FTTH 

sam Tony Foley • 2 months ago  

rubbish. No it doesn't......yet. 

 

Gawie Diedericks • 2 months ago  

They are first to complain about covarage,lmao 

 
Gregory S. Balchin • 2 months ago  

lmao 

the only way a tower will do damage is if you're physically within 2 metres of the transmitter antennae 



which you won't be. 

because you're not 14 metres tall. 

 

bengine Gregory S. Balchin • a month ago  

I am interested to know more. Please provide details of your qualifications as an engineer, physiologist 
and a researcher. Please also provide details of all papers and research you have done on this topic. It 
appears that with such a categorical assertion that there is no harm you are and expert on the subject 
and privy to information the rest of us are not in which case I would very much like to hear what you 
have to say. 

Gregory S. Balchin bengine • a month ago  

There are tons of research papers on the matter, bub. You can also just go ask any cell 
network's tower engineers. 

bengine Gregory S. Balchin • a month ago  

Thanks bub. I see you dodged the question. Your first post was an emphatic statement 
that the only damage a tower will cause is from 2m - so naturally I assumed you were an 
expert on the matter. As it turns out you are just blowing hot air and don't really have 
any qualifications / information / facts at all. Thanks for clearing that up. 
As for asking cell network engineers - not really an endorsement of your expertise on 
the matter either - but here goes ... 

a) It is a case of consulting the fox on hen-house security 
b) Engineer <> physiologist 

Nobody is arguing with the engineers interpretation of microwave energy i.e. energy of 
the wave diminishes with the inverse square of the distance - so thermal damage is 
practically non-existent - or the non-ionizing nature of EMR in the microwave band. So 
basically talking to an engineer is a futile exercise. 

Any other useful information you have on hand, or are you just going with the peanut 
gallery and sticking with what you think rather than what you know? 

 
MrPutuLips • 2 months ago  

Morons. The closer you live to a cellphone tower, the LESS damage it has on you: 

Your cellphone's cellular radios have to work harder to get better signal when far away, thus they become 
hotter by emitting more electromagnetic waves in increasing their gain; therefore they create heat radiation, 
which then very slowly damages the human body, because heat + organisms' cells = dead cells (the damage 
is VERY minimal -- standing in the sun for 10 minutes is probably more harmful than leaving your cell-phone 
strapped to your head). 

We have a cell-phone tower right next to a school AND a hospital here. It's not like all the students have 
suddenly become mutants, and the fact that a medical facility is prepared to build next to one should show 
something. 

ads MrPutuLips • 2 months ago  

100% correct. There is no better name for these people than morons. The physics is exactly as you 
describe it. Just in case one of these morons is actually reading this, note again that THE CLOSER 
YOU LIVE TO A CELL PHONE TOWER, THE LESS DAMAGE IT DOES TO YOU. Just like light and 
gravity, the power reduces as the inverse square of the distance, so a tower tens or hundreds of 



metres away is just not relevant when compared to the phone clamped to the side of your head, at 
almost zero distance. If you want to reduce the radiation through your head, you need to lower the 
power that the phone transmits to reach the tower, and the only way to do that is to bring the cell phone 
tower CLOSER. As an added bonus, you will also get better battery life, because the phone doesn't 
have to cook you to reach the tower. 

I wonder if any of the abovementioned morons feel like complete idiots after this two minute lesson in 
radio transmission. What kind of idiot would go to all that effort, without checking even the basic facts 
first? 

bengine ads • a month ago  

Interesting that both of you use the word morons. If you actually did any research you would 
have discovered that heating has absolutely nothing to do with the findings regarding health 
research into EMR. It is the non-thermal properties that are showing long term harmful effects. 
Heating by EMR has been understood for decades. The inverse square of the distance rule is a 
well understood scientific fact. Every time one of these discussions arises that is the first place 
the uninformed run to. All the above arguments do is highlight the extent to which you are not 
informed. 
The proximity of the phone to your head is a good point but it involves choice - the cell phone 
user chooses to do that and the effects are localised to the user. In the case of a tower choice is 
removed. 

Anyway if either of you had actually read the details of the case you would have seen that the 
basis for the legal objection was that it violated building regulations and on a broader sense it 
was a mockery of the public participation process. The majority of the people in the 
neighbourhood said no to the mast - not just to this one in 2014 but in 2011 and 2007 and 
joined together in 1999 to have an illegal mast removed. So maybe a bit more thought before 
hitting the "moron" key - it has reflective properties ... 

 
Joe Black • 2 months ago  

When your cellphone experiences poor signal then it's transceiver (which exposes you to much higher radio 
wave lenght radiation when you hold it up to your head than a cell tower) has to work overtime to facilitate 
communications. 

  

 

http://mybroadband.co.za/news/cellular/130350-the-fight-against-better-cellphone-reception-in-cape-town.html 

 


