Statutory Nuisance Complaint concerning nuisance, harm and injury risk created by Radio Frequency Radiation (RFR) 

1. Introduction

1. This statutory nuisance complaint concerns nuisance, harm and injury risk created by Radio Frequency Radiation (RFR) emitted across the (…. named localities), from (… the polluting company/agency). 
2. The project was developed, and is operated in conjunction with Telecoms companies. Currently, (… describe how the project is being developed).
3. The complaint asserts that the nuisance, harm and injury risks from EMR to bystanders, who are, or may not be, residents of (…. named locality) and its hinterland, should be the subject of abatement action by (… the named) Council as a prerequisite to a thorough investigation under the Environment Protection Act 1990.

4. Investigation of the complaint requires collaboration with (… the polluting company/agency). The best 'reasonably practical' means of achieving that investigation, and possibly the only way of achieving it, is for (… explain how the polluting company/agency should act to collaborate as effectively as possible with the Council's Pollution Control Team, which is obliged to establish and enforce the best 'reasonably practical' means of eliminating the pollution).

5. (… describe any previous efforts made by the complainant to resolve the problem created by the pollutor  – in the Bristol test case we reported that 'Bristol is Open failed to act on an alert/ISO customer complaint (NCR) issued in the public interest on the 19th February 2020'.  We could then explain that 'the NCR as already submitted to Bristol is Open requires on its issue to ISO compliant companies that the companies pursue a phased process to: assess the risks reported, accept the risks that are demonstrated, and then eliminate those risks in accordance with pre-determined ISO quality assurance procedures', to tie in with Pollution Control Team's obligations). 
6. This complaint justifies (… named) Council's immediate intervention to ensure that (… the best 'reasonably practical' means of eliminating pollution are deployed by the company which might vary from place to place.  In the Bristol test case we argued that the best 'reasonably practical' means of eliminating pollution required that 'ISO procedures are properly, and completely deployed, to eliminate nuisance, harm and injury risks created by the widespread broadcast of RFR (which we view as pollution/industrial waste)'). The pollution /industrial waste, which is less satisfactorily described as 'effluvia', is broadcast from the Wireless and Wi-Fi systems that (… the polluting company/agency) commission, and the Telecoms companies emit from the equipment, apparatus and the services that the ISO registered companies operate across the (… named) Council localities.

2. Environmental Protection Act 1990 (EPA 1990) requirements
7. Under Part III Statutory Nuisances and Clean Air, and as explained in Section 79 (1) of the Environmental Protection Act 1990, (… named) Council has a duty to,

'cause its area to be inspected from time to time to detect any statutory nuisances which ought to be dealt with under sections 80 (or Sections 80 and 80A) and, where a complaint of a statutory nuisance is made to it by a person living within its area, to take such steps as are reasonably practical to investigate the complaint'.
8. Clauses (a) and (d) of Section 79(1) of the EPA 1990, define matters relevant to this complaint that may constitute 'statutory nuisances' as being, 
(a) any premises in such a state as to be prejudicial to health or a nuisance,

and,

(d) any dust, steam, smell or other effluvia arising on industrial, trade or business premises and being prejudicial to health and a nuisance.
9. 'Effluvia' includes 'vapours, invisible particles or auras', and the use of the word has a long-standing association with magnetism and electromagnetism through the evolution of particle physics.

10. (… named) Council's duty to act (as stated in paragraph 7, above), is not displaced by any Regulations made under Section 2 of the Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999. RFR Wireless and Wi-Fi non-ionising radiation is not a substance regulated under Section 2 of the 1999 Act, so Section 79(10) of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 cannot apply.

11. Consequently, the Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999, and the EU Directive on Industrial Emissions (Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control) 2010/75/EU, brought into effect under the 1999 Act, does apply to the subject matter of this complaint, and should be given due regard through the use of the procedures that (… named) Council are obliged to enact under the EPA 1990.

3. Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999 (PPCA 1999), and the EU Directive on Industrial Emissions (2010/75/EU)
12. The complaint is founded on the argument that broadcast Wireless or Wi-Fi 'effluvia' is pollution/industrial waste in the specific circumstances where the general public, or individuals, have not consented to the resulting nuisance caused as harm, or injury risk, created by exposures that they/we cannot avoid.

13. The Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999, in Section 1(3), defines 'environmental pollution' as,

'pollution of the air, water or land which may give rise to any harm ... (to include) ... (a) pollution caused by noise, heat or vibrations or any other kind of release of energy, and by 'air' includes air within buildings and air within other natural or man-made structures above or below ground',

arising from 'activities' that are defined in Section 1(2) of the Act, to include,

'the depositing ... of any substance'.
14. RFR Wireless and Wi-Fi non-ionising radiation emissions are deposited into air (through ion exchange). The deposits (by ion exchange) are generated by the release of electrical energy, and the deposits are harmful as the evidence we submit in support of this statutory nuisance complaint proves.

15. The charity Electrosensitivity UK (ES-UK), which supports people already electro-sensitive, and informs the public of the health risks of electro-magnetic radiation, argue that,

'only reduced 'electrosmog' can make life tolerable for those functionally disabled by it and prevent more people being sensitised to suffering cancers and diseases like Alzheimer's now associated with this environmental pollution'.

16. The … (evidence submitted to support the statutory nuisance complaint which needs to be appended, see below) … (evidence justifying the investigation of this complaint), reports (… needs to report for paragraph 15 to be included … refer to location of the evidence) that pre-existing 'electrosmog' will be intensified through the introduction of 5G systems with 'unknown effects' (… the evidence we used referred to the effects as being unknown) on the public, posing additional injury risk to children, and further impairing people already electro-sensitive.

17. The 'unknown effects' are addressed in clinical guidance issued by the European Academy for Environmental Medicine (EUROPAEM) in its 'Guideline 2016 for the Prevention, Diagnosis and Treatment of EMF related health problems and illnesses' (Belyeav et. al., on behalf of the EMF Working Group, published in 'Reviews on Environmental Health, July 2016). 

18. The article reports on the health consequences of electro-magnetic hypersensitivity (pages 9 to 22), treatment strategies for EMF-related illnesses including EHS (page 13), the measurement of EMF exposure (page 17), and on reduction/ preventative strategies (page 20).

19. Of paramount importance in relation to this complaint, to the paragraph 22 definition of pollutants requiring control under the PPCA 1999 (below), to related regimes for controlling pollution, and to the obligations of the (… named) Council under the EPA 1990, the EUROPAEM Guidelines describe the carcinogenic effects of EMF pollution (page 5), the genotoxic effects (page 6), the neurological effects (page 7), and the effects of the pollutants on infertility and reproduction (page 9).

20. Section 1(1) of the PPCA 1999, defines the general purpose of Section 2 of the Act as:

'being to enable provision to be made for or in connection with,

(a) Directive 2010/75/EU ... on industrial emissions (integrated pollution prevention and control);

(b) regulating (otherwise in pursuance with that Directive) activities which are capable of causing any environmental pollution;

and,

(c) otherwise preventing or controlling emissions capable of causing any such pollution'.

21. Articles of Directive 2010/75/EU on Industrial Emissions, apply in the UK as part of the Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) regime which operates across the EU. Elements of this regime, can be, but not necessarily are, made subject to regulation under Section 2(3)(a), or 2(3)(b), of the PPCA 1999.

22. Annex II of the 2010 Directive provides a list of polluting substances requiring control through the IPPC regime, to include:

'12. Substances and mixtures which have been proven to possess carcinogenic or mutagenic properties or properties which may affect reproduction via the air'.

23. The complaint provides evidence (as attached), that RFR Wireless and Wi-Fi non-ionising radiation is a pollutant that creates these types of harm and injury risks, and that evidence demonstrates that these harm and injury risks are proven. We offer to supplement the evidence provided with this statutory nuisance complaint, if requested to do so. 

24. Further, Article 70 of the 2010 Directive on the 'Monitoring of Emissions', brings into effect within the IPPC regime, the requirement that the monitoring of such emissions from polluting industrial processes should be carried out:

'in accordance with CEN standards or, if CEN standards are not available, ISO, national or other international standards which ensure the provision of data of an equivalent scientific quality'.

25. As suggested in section 8 below, the best 'reasonably practical' means available to (… the named) Council to complete an investigation of this statutory nuisance complaint, would be achievable through (… the mechanism the complainant may suggest, which in the Bristol test case was the company/agency commissioning the polluting services to 'issue the Non-Compliance Notice (NCR) to ISO compliant companies in accordance with ISO procedure').

26. Doing so, would be consistent with Article 70 of the 2010 Directive.

4. The European Directive on Waste (2008/98 EC)
27. The European Directive on Waste (2008/98 EC), sets waste management standards that are applied in the UK through the EPA 1990, repealing earlier EU Directives that the EPA 1990 was designed to enact.

28. The Directive defines 'irritant', 'harmful' and 'carcinogenic' in Annex III, as properties of waste that may render it hazardous:

- H4 Irritant: non-corrosive substances and preparations which, through immediate, prolonged or repeated contact with the skin or mucous membrane, can cause inflamation.

- H5 Harmful: substances and preparations which if they are inhaled or ingested or if they penetrate the skin, may involve limited health risks.

- H7 Carcinogenic: substances and preparations which, if they are inhaled or ingested or if they penetrate the skin, may induce cancer or increase its incidence.

29. Paragraph 22 of the Directive: applies the precautionary principle;  highlights the importance of collaboration between industry and regulators; and, acknowledges the dynamics of risk management. The paragraph states that,

'the decision that a substance is not waste can be taken only on the basis of a co-ordinated approach, to be regularly updated, and where this is consistent with the protection of the environment and human health'.

5. Regulation EC 1272/2008 on the Classification, Labelling of Substances and Mixtures.
30. Additionally, Regulation EC 1272/2008 on the Classification, Labelling of Substances and Mixtures, draws attention to a classification and testing regime for waste, that includes man-made EMR non-ionising radiation as a substance within the remit of that regime.

31. That regime should be applied in England through EPA 1990 procedures, and we assume that the IPPC regime (paragraph 21 above), is founded on EC 1272/2008 regulation.

32. Regulations EC 1272/2008 excludes dangers to the general public arising from ionising radiation, which are regulated within the scope of the EC Directive 96/29/Euroatom. The non-exclusion of non-ionising radiation brings that type of radiation into the scope of Regulations EC 1272/2008.
33. Part 3 of Annex 1 to the Regulations lists health hazards posed by toxic substances including 3.9 'specific target organ toxicity - repeated exposure', defined in page 167 of the Regulations as,

'specific organ toxicity arising from a repeated exposure to a substance or mixture. All significant health effects that can impair function, both reversible and irreversible, immediate and/or delayed are included'.

34. This paragraph describes 'specific target organ toxicity' as a category of hazard that can be caused by substance toxicity/toxicities, that are defined singularly as hazards that have serious health consequences. Those health effects are categorised as:

(a) acute toxicity

 (b) skin corrosion/irritation

 (c) serious eye irritations

 (d) respiratory or skin sensitisation 

(e) germ cell mutagenicity

(f) carcinogenicity 
(g) reproductive toxicity
and,

 (h) aspiration toxicity

35. Each category has stringent criteria for testing and waste management/risk elimination.

36. Paragraph 3.9.2.5 of the document (page 169 of the Regulations) states that,

'the information required to evaluate specific target organ toxicity comes either from repeated exposure in humans, such as exposure at home, in the workplace or environmentally, or from studies in experimental animals'.

The following paragraphs 37 and 38, cross reference evidence submitted to the company/agency as attachments to NCR, with the evidence we issued with the statutory nuisance complaint.  The evidence has to be relevent to the circumstances complained about, and has to be chosen carefully.   

37. The alert/ISO customer complaint (NCR) issued to Bristol is Open, includes as Appendix 3 to the NCR, evidence presented by Christian Jensen, a Danish Lawyer, with UK equivalent evidence, reporting numerous adverse health and environmental effects of RFR (including developments anticipated through 5G systems developed experimentally in Bristol, with intended expansion across the Bristol/Bath sub-region, and through phased development across Europe.  Appendix 3 is available on request.

38. The full evidence presented to Bristol is Open indicates 'specific target organ toxicity - repeated exposure' (category 3.9), as defined in Part 3 of Annex 1 to Regulations EC 1272/2008, alongside the a) to h) categories listed in paragraph 34, above.
6.  The statutory nuisance complaint

39. As man-made RFR is an 'effluvia' emitted across (… the localities) over which obligations of the Council's Environmental Health Officers apply, in its totality constitutes 'premises' including land (as defined in part (7) of Section 79 of the EPA 1990), that are affected by emissions of this 'effluvia'. 

40. The various sources of RFR emisions are 'industrial, trade or business premises' under the control of (... the polluting company/agency) and the Telecoms Companies that are tied into a network of equipment, installations and services commissioned by (… the polluting company/agency), or are emitted by free standing antennae or masts controlled directly by Telecoms companies.

Paragraph 41 is specific to Bristol/Bath
41. We consider this statutory nuisance complaint to be a test case, alongside a similar statutory nuisance complaint issued to Bristol City Council by Bristol residents. 
42. For the purpose of this complaint, our focus is the 'effluvia' emitted by the network of equipment, installations and services commissioned by the (… company/agency) that function, or will function, as components of its (… complained about industrial initiative).
Paragraph 43 and 44 demostrate the prospect of deepening and extending an investigation of RFR pollution.
43. Free standing antennae or masts may be the subject of further statutory nuisance complaints.  

44. Pending the outcome of this complaint, simplified alert/ISO customer complaints (NCR's) are likely to be issued to ISO compliant Telecoms companies that are intending to install the antennae/masts that proceed through the planning acceptance stage. Unsatisfactory responses to the NCR's from such companies, will be made the subject of antennae/mast statutory nuisance complaints.
7. Scope of the statutory nuisance complaint
45. The 'effluvia' dispersed across (… the locality) currently, or ultimately through the fully operational (… the relevant) initiative, constitutes, or will constitute, 'pollution to the environment', as defined in Section 1(3) Preliminary of the EPA 1990.

46. (… the locality) in its entirety falls into the definition of an 'environment', is as defined in Section 1(2) Preliminary of the EPA 1990.

47. The pollution/waste/effluvia is created by the process, or processes, deployed by Telecoms companies and the commissioners of Wireless or Wi-Fi non-ionising RFR emitted from masts, antennae and other equipment that are intended to be dispersed widely across (… the locality).  The extent of that intended dispersal is subject to commercial confidentiality agreements operating between the (… involved government agencies that initiated and fund the complained about initiative).

48. These systems are defined in Section 1(5) Preliminary, of the EPA 1990, as a 'process', meaning any activities carried on in Great Britain, which consequently includes (... the locality) as an amalgamation of premises and land, where the 'process' impacts,

'whether on premises or by means of mobile plant'.

49. Mobile plant would include equipment and apparatus that could be relocated from one building to another easily, or antennae placed on lampposts or street furniture that are networked and are easily relocated. These mobile plant systems are maintained as part of the activity of operating a Wireless or Wi-Fi system for transmitting EMF radiation for mobile phone, and other devices for signalling/transmitting, or for the reception of signals/transmissions.

50. The definition of harm at Section 1(4) Preliminary of the EPA 1990, is reproduced here in full,

''Harm' means harm to health of living organisms or other interference with the ecological systems of which they form part and, in the case of man (or woman) includes offence caused to any of his (or her) senses or harm to his (or her) property'.

Paragraphs 51 and 52 tie together the evidence, with the obligations of the Pollution Control Team and the company/agency involved in the Bristol/Bath test case to collaborate to properly investigate the SNC.
51. Evidence of the non-thermal effects of RFR outlined below, provides multiple reasons for concluding that non-ionising radiation is harmful to human health. This same evidence was contained in Appendix 2 of the NCR sent in February 2020.

52. As explained in paragraph 4 above, the importance of collaboration between industry and regulators is critical to the protection of the environment and human health. We believe that Bristol is Open's issue of the NCR to Telecoms companies through this required collaboration, followed by ISO compliant Telecoms companies fulfilling their obligations re: the NCR, and Bristol is Open making those responses available to BANES Council, represents the only 'reasonably practical' means by which BANES Council can complete the investigation of this statutory nuisance complaint.

This next section (paragraphs 53 to 61), explains the importance of the ISO Non-Compliance Report (NCR) to support the argument that Telecoms companies must take responsibility for eliminating the injury risk, harm and nuisance created by the equipment they deploy.  That is why industrial companies are obliged under the Environmental Protection Act 1990 to collaborate with Local Authority Pollution Control Teams.

Telecoms Companies are not exempt from that obligation, as the 'test case' statutory nuisance complaint demonstrates.

A complainant making a 'standalone' SNC can equally assert that obligation (in Bristol/Bath we were in a strong position having already asserted that obligation), and provided that the involved Telecoms companies claim ISO compliance (which is often a pre-condition for obtaining government funding), the Local Authority Pollution Control Team will have to take seriously a complainant's justified assertion that the 'best reasonably practical means' of investigating the SNC is through Telecoms companies being forced to treat the SNC and its investigation as an ISO non-compliance triggered by the evidence of injury risk, harm and nuisance!!!!

The summary of the NCR (italics in paragraph 54 below) could be used to reinforce this argument – the Section will have to be redrafted to achieve that purpose.
8. The alert/ISO customer complaint (NCR) issued to Bristol is Open
53. The evidence presented in the Scientific Evidence section below was issued to Bristol is Open as part evidence, issued with the 'alert/ISO customer complaint (Non-Compliance Report (NCR))' as a public interest initiative, on 19th February 2020.

54. The fault/defect raised in the NCR (and a potential cause of public nuisance in common law, where an act, or a failure to act, adversely affects the comfort or quality of life of the public generally, or a class of citizens), matches the criteria for designation as a statutory nuisance under the EPA 1990.  

It was summarised in the NCR document as follows:

'Nature of Fault/Defect and Cause (refer to NCR Section 3, paras. 3.1 to 3.4)
1. The suitability of the equipment, installations and services when brought into use.
1. The suitability is proven by identifying risk and assuring that no predictable harm results from deployment and future use of the equipment, installations and services.
The scientific evidence issued in appendices 1, 2 & 3, identifies non-thermal risks from electromagnetic radiation (low intensity).

These risks warrant the adoption of the precautionary principle, and its application to risk assessments re: human health, the health of other living organisms, and to the wider environment to assure the suitability of all EMR emitting equipment before use (refer to NCR Section 3, paras. 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3).  

 The risks arise from potential harm. EMF radiation can be carcinogenic and pose a threat to life. It can reduce fertility, it can induce spontaneous abortions, and it can have neurological/ neuropsychiatric effects. Children are especially vulnerable.   

2. The NCR raises vital questions concerning the functionality of ICNIRP guidelines used by Public Health England (PHE) to avert the risks that EMR emitting equipment poses to human health and welfare (refer to NCR Section 3, para. 3.4).

2. The Corrective/Preventive Action Required (refer to NCR Section 5 timescales), was as follows:
1. Confirmation of intent to enact interim containment action to control and restrict exposure levels to prevent nuisance associated with identified risk, harm and hazard.

2. The issue of all risk assessments undertaken on the non-thermal effects of EMF radiation emissions released by equipment, installations or services operated by ISO/TL9000 compliant companies partnered or contracted with Bristol is Open.

and,

3. Issue of corrective action plans that will address the risks identified in this NCR to prevent any reoccurrence'.
55. Bristol is Open have declined to act on the NCR, when it is entirely within their power and their duty to issue it to ISO compliant Telecoms companies.

56. Those companies are deemed by Bristol is Open and Bristol City Council through their services development agreement to be responsible exclusively for the fitness of purpose of the equipment, apparatus and services that Bristol is Open are commissioning to create the OPCR, and its EMF radiation emitting Wireless and Wi-Fi components.

57. As the ISO compliant Telecoms companies are obliged to act on an NCR by addressing, and then eliminating the risks of harm, hazards and injury, as an essential function of their commitment to quality and environmental management, Bristol is Open's failure to issue the NCR is inexcusable.

Paragraphs 59, 62 and 63 below, are relevent to any RFR related SNC.

59. We request that Sections 79 and 80 of the EPA 1990 on 'statutory nuisances and investigation', and on 'summary proceedings for statutory nuisances', are enacted by (… named) Council through the issue of an abatement notice under Section 80(2)(a) of the EPA 1990.

60. We can pass on a copy of the 'alert/ISO customer complaint (NCR)' as issued to Bristol is Open, if requested.  

61. The full evidence issued on those risks in the NCR, confirm the full significance of those risks.
62. Additionally, we argue that the EUROPAEM 'Guideline 2016 for the Prevention, Diagnosis and Treatment of EMF related health problems and illnesses', proves the injury risk and nuisance posed by EMR as a pollutant. 

63. (… named) Council's issue of the abatement notice on the evidence submitted with this complaint, supplemented with the further evidence that we can provide on request, will we believe fulfil (… named) Council's obligation to take 'such steps as are reasonably practical to investigate the complaint', as required under Section 79 of the EPA 1990, and as quoted in paragraph 7, above.
9. Summary
64. This statutory nuisance complaint is founded on evidence that broadcast Wireless or Wi-Fi 'effluvia' creates pollution/industrial waste, at the very least, to the standard that warrants investigation under the Environmental Protection Act 1990.

65. Further, we argue that abatement action should be taken by (… named) Council to avert nuisance, harm and injury risks caused by EMR exposure from the equipment, apparatus and services that (… named company/agency) have commissioned, and that its partnered Telecoms companies operate in (… locality). 

SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE (APPENDIX 2 from the NCR issued to Bristol is Open Feb 2020)
Evidence prepared by ‘Halt 5G in the South West’ as part of a  ‘Demand that Public Health England urgently updates safety claims over 5G and wireless radiation’, dated June 2019
Public Health England (PHE) continues to adhere to the guidelines set by the International Commission on Non-Ionising Radiation Protection (ICNIRP), a small NGO widely accused of having conflicts of interest and of bias in the use of existing studies. Public Health England should be challenged robustly as to why they are not taking into account the criticisms of the ICNIRP and the latest evidence of harm to health from wireless radiation shown in the independent scientific research. 

· A December 2018 review in the prestigious journal The Lancet  of over 2,000 peer-reviewed studies on the impact of wireless technology on human and animal systems revealed that 68.2 per cent discovered significant biological effects. The Lancet review concludes: “This weight of scientific evidence refutes the prominent claim that the deployment of wireless technologies poses no health risks at the currently permitted non-thermal radio-frequency exposure levels”.1
· A 2018 overview of 23 studies in the academic journal Environmental Research by Professor Emeritus of Biochemistry Dr Martin Pall concludes that Wi-Fi causes seven ‘very serious’ health effects including ‘damage highly likely to produce mutations that impact future generations’. Professor Pall states: ‘repeated Wi-Fi studies show that Wi-Fi causes oxidative stress, sperm/testicular damage, neuropsychiatric effects including EEG changes, apoptosis, cellular DNA damage, endocrine changes, and calcium overload…EMF effects are often cumulative; and EMFs may impact young people more than adults’.2
· A 2018 longitudinal study of 79,241 brain tumour incidences in England over 21 years reveals that rates of Glioblastoma Multiforme (GBM), the specific type of aggressive brain tumour associated with mobile radiation, have doubled from 1,250 per year in 1995 to just under 3,000. The researchers concluded that this ‘raises the suspicion that mobile and cordless phone use may be promoting gliomas’ 3
· The 2018 US Department of Health National Toxicology Program study showed a ‘clear link’ between mobile radiation and cancer. When 7000 rats and mice were exposed to mobile radiation for nine hours a day, DNA strands were damaged in brain cells and male rats developed more heart and brain tumours; lower birth rates and higher rates of infant mortality were also observed. The study was reviewed for accuracy by 15 external physicians who confirmed the conclusion that there is a ‘clear link’ between mobile radiation and cancer.4 
 Attempts to downplay these findings have been rebutted by the study leader Dr Ronald Melnick. 
· Cancer researcher Dr Fiorella Belpoggi of Bologna studied 2000 rats exposed to the equivalent amount of radio frequency radiation to which humans are exposed over a lifetime and obtained similar results.5  Dr Belpoggi has commented on attempts to downplay these findings: ‘we are scientists, our role is to produce solid evidence for hazard and risk assessment. Underestimating the evidence from carcinogen bioassays and delays in regulation have already proven many times to have severe consequences, as in the case of asbestos, smoking and vinyl chloride.
· In a 2015 study in Germany, mice grew more tumours when exposed to mobile phone radiation ‘well below exposure limits for users of mobile phones…our findings may help to understand the repeatedly reported increased incidences of brain tumours in heavy users of mobile phones.’ 6
· Two recent Swedish studies showed that mobile and cordless phone use leads to a five and four times higher risk respectively of brain glioma, particularly in those aged under 20. The study researchers commented that most tumours develop decades after the exposure period, and that as mobile phones are relatively new, it could take many years for the problem to manifest.7, 8
· Expert cancer researcher Professor Emeritus Anthony Miller, advisor to the World Health Organization International Agency for Research on Cancer (WHO/IARC), states that radiofrequency (RF) radiation from any source – such as the signals emitted by cell phones, other wireless and cordless and sensor devices, and wireless networks – fully meets criteria to be classified as a "Group 1 carcinogenic to humans" agent, based on scientific evidence associating RF exposure to cancer development and cancer promotion. He says: ‘The evidence indicating wireless is carcinogenic has increased and can no longer be ignored’. His evidence includes the 2017 re-analysis of data from the Interphone study, the 2014 French National CERENAT Study, several new publications on Swedish cancer data, and the 2016 results of the National Toxicology Program.9
· Research has shown that industry-funded studies are less likely than independent studies to show a link with wireless radiation and health problems. Prasad et al (2017) write: ‘in our review of the literature and meta-analysis of case–control studies, we found evidence linking mobile phone use and risk of brain tumours…we also found a significantly positive correlation between study quality and outcome in the form of risk of brain tumour associated with use of mobile phones. Higher quality studies show a statistically significant association between mobile phone use and risk of brain tumour. Even the source of funding was found to affect the quality of results produced by the studies’.10
· Joel M. Moskowitz is a Professor Emeritus of radiation at the School of Public Health at the University of California Berkeley and an expert in mobile phone radiation and electromagnetic fields. He states: ‘Millimetre waves such as those in use by 5G are absorbed by the first 1-2 mm of skin and the eye cornea’. Since the skin contains nerve endings and capillaries, bio-effects may be transmitted further and ‘the peer-reviewed research demonstrates that short-term exposure to low-intensity millimeter wave (MMW) radiation not only affects human cells, it may result in the growth of multi-drug resistant bacteria harmful to humans. Since little research has been conducted on the health consequences from long-term exposure to MMWs, widespread deployment of 5G or 5th generation wireless infrastructure constitutes a massive experiment that may have adverse impacts on the public’s health’.11
· A 2018 study showed that due to the heating effect of 5G electromagnetic waves, the exposure times ‘tolerated by the International Council on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection guidelines may lead to permanent tissue damage after even short exposures, highlighting the importance of revisiting existing exposure guidelines.’ 12
Despite these clear and unequivocal research findings, the ICNIRP has declined to update their guidelines. When indicating any potential harmful bioeffects they consider only thermal heating effects of non-ionising radiation and not the non-thermal effects as shown above.
The ICNIRP has been accused of bias when issuing safety guidelines which are followed by bodies such as the WHO and Public Health England/Public Health Wales. It is also the case that members of PHE have also been members of ICNIRP. 13 
The author of an article in the Journal of Oncology writes:  ‘In 2014 the WHO launched a draft of a Monograph on RF fields  and health for public comments. It turned out that five of the six members of the Core Group in charge of the draft are affiliated with International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP), an industry loyal NGO, and thus have a serious conflict of interest. Just as by ICNIRP, evaluation of non-thermal biological effects from RF radiation are dismissed as scientific evidence of adverse health effects in the Monograph. This has provoked many comments sent to the WHO. However, at a meeting on March 3, 2017 at the WHO Geneva office, it was stated that the WHO has no intention to change the Core Group’. 14
Moreover, a memorandum attached to a resolution adopted by the Standing Committee of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe in May 2011 reads: ’it is most curious, to say the least, that the applicable official threshold values for limiting the health impact of extremely low frequency electromagnetic fields and high frequency waves were drawn up and proposed to international political institutions (WHO, European Commission, governments) by the ICNIRP, an NGO whose origin and structure are none too clear and which is furthermore suspected of having rather close links with the industries whose expansion is shaped by recommendations for maximum threshold values for the different frequencies of electromagnetic fields’. 15
In 2013 SSITA (Safe Schools Information Technology Alliance) complained to PHE about their failure to provide appropriate precautionary advice on pulsed microwave-emitting technologies other than mobile phones, particularly the use of wireless networks in schools and homes, and Smart Meters in homes and small businesses. They state: ‘This is arguably a violation of the Right to Health Protection as outlined in Section 4 of the article ‘Precautionary Environmental Protection and Human Rights’ (2007).’ They also state that advice to PHE from the government advisory group AGNIR is inadequate: ‘a large body of published scientific data has found that pulsed radiofrequency microwaves below the guideline levels can cause biological and adverse health effects, although many of these papers were omitted from the AGNIR 2012 report...As stated in the Benevento Resolution (2006) from the International Commission for Electromagnetic Safety, ‘arguments that weak (low intensity) EMF cannot affect biological systems do not represent the current spectrum of scientific opinion.’ 16
To date, 240 scientists have signed an appeal urging the UN and WHO for greater health protection on electromagnetic frequency (EMF) exposure. These scientists, who have published over 2,000 papers in professional journals on EMF and biology or health, state: ‘The various agencies setting safety standards have failed to impose sufficient guidelines to protect the general public, particularly children who are more vulnerable to the effects of EMF.  The [ICNIRP] guidelines are accepted by the WHO and numerous countries around the world…In 2009, the ICNIRP released a statement saying that it was reaffirming its 1998 guidelines, as in their opinion, the scientific literature published since that time has provided no evidence of any adverse effects below the basic restrictions and does not necessitate an immediate revision of its guidance on limiting exposure to high frequency electromagnetic fields.  ICNIRP continues to the present day to make these assertions, in spite of growing scientific evidence to the contrary.    It is our opinion that, because the ICNIRP guidelines do not cover long-term exposure and low-intensity effects, they are insufficient    to protect public health’.
With the addition of 5G electromagnetic radiation (EMR) to the existing ‘electrosmog’ from Wi-Fi, 2G, 3G and 4G, levels of exposure of the population to wireless radiation will be increased, with unknown effects. Furthermore every member of the population, including children and those who suffer from electrosensitivity (a condition now recognised by researchers), will be mandatorily exposed 24/7. 
We therefore challenge the Public Health England’s (PHE) safety assurances which rest on the ICNIRP claims. The PHE official response to those who raise concerns includes these statements which we believe to be misleading: 
‘…exposures of the general public to radio waves are well within the international health-related guideline levels that are used in the UK. These guidelines are from the International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) and underpin health protection policies at UK and European levels.’ 
‘Current technical standards that draw on the ICNIRP guidelines will 

apply to the products that are developed and the UK network operators are already committed to complying with the ICNIRP guidelines.’ 
‘It is possible that there may be a small increase in overall exposure to radio waves when 5G is added to an existing network or in a new area; however, the overall exposure is expected to remain low relative to guidelines and as such there should be no consequences for public health.’  
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