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Since this report is targeting an evaluation of ”Possible effects of Electromagnetic Fields on Human Health”, the target has to be a platform for evaluating according to the precautionary principle. This means that the risk assessment has to be formed according to the EU guidelines for use of the precautionary principle.
 The preliminary report presented by SCENIHR has however not followed these guidelines.

The guidelines is to separate and purify the risk management and risk assessment issues. The issue of when and how the precautionary principle will be used is part of the management of risk. This issue has to be determined by the politically responsible and not by the scientists. The Commission has concluded the conditions in the following way;

” The implementation of an approach based on the precautionary principle should start with a scientific evaluation, as complete as possible, and where possible, identifying at each stage the degree of scientific uncertainty.

Decision-makers need to be aware of the degree of uncertainty attached to the results of the evaluation of the available scientific information. Judging what is an "acceptable" level of risk for society is an eminently political responsibility. Decision-makers faced with an unacceptable risk, scientific uncertainty and public concerns have a duty to find answers. Therefore, all these factors have to be taken into consideration.”

The aim of  EU guidelines is to obtain a purified risk assessment where judgements belonging to the management of risk are excluded. The degree of scientific uncertainty have to be presented in a correct and balanced way. The issue with the SCENIHR report is however that the authors have hidden a  ”reversed principle of caution” of their own in the risk assessment. This knocks away the foundation for decision from the decision-makers and makes them unable to make a correct use of the precautionary principle. Actual riskindications present in place are being degraded, suppressed or totally ignored until the actual risk exceeds a certain level where scientists are totally convinced in their assessment. This can be illustrated in the following way.
Regarding electromagnetic hypersensitivity (EHS) in the radiofrequent spectrum (RF), SCENIHR makes the following statement;

”Scientific studies have faild to provide support for a relationship between RF exposure and neurovegetative symtoms sometime referred to as EHS. Present knowledge suggest that symptoms are not correlated to RF field exposure, but few studies have addressed this issue directly. The exposure levels from base stations are very low compared to the exposure during the use of a mobile phone. Research regarding health effects from base stations where exposure is signifikant lower than for mobile phone users is mainly driven by concern in the general population.”

The issue is here what scientific studies the SCENIHR position are based upon? Their information regarding this is utterly brief. The only study menttioned (Koivisto et al. 2001) has not had any volunteers claiming to be suffering of EHS. At a closer look of the literaturereviews made in the area also show that there has only been two provocation studies presented with participants claiming to be affected by RF. One of the studies showed that UMTS/3G-radiation of a level that the general public are exposed to from base-stations, caused a decreased level of wellbeing in the participants (the TNO-study).
 The other study seems to be the one and only study failing to establish a correlation between EHS and exposure to radiation from mobile phone systems.
 Only 20 persons were used as testobjects in this study and the provocation they were exposed to was only intended to try radiation from the GSM- and NMT- cellular phones. There may certainly be many explanations why a correlation has not been established in this single study. The report certainly does not state anything regarding radiation from other sources (for instance UMTS – 3G) since it has not been tried.

Radiation from a cellular phone does, according to SCENIHR, expose the user to a higher degree than what is the case with the radiation emitted from basestations. This is all true, but persons suffering of EHS do not use cellular phones at all. The greater issue for them is the radiation from basestations, since it is there every day and every night. Furthermore the issue of how great the diffrence in exposure-level is between separate sources of radiation is dependant on what unit the comparison is based upon and what the difference is correlated to. If the comparison is based on the power density (W/m²) the general public is today exposed to powers of several hundreds of millions of the level of natural RF-radiation. And the natural levels is what humans have been accustomed and used to in the process of evolution.

If we observe the above cited SCENIHR statement against this background it is actually all misleading. The degree of scientific uncertainty is not presented in a correct manner. There is only one relevant study with no proven correlations between RF-exposure and EHS. This study is also contradicted by the TNO-study where a correlation of cause is established. In addition to this the circumstance that there actually is a great number of persons that are forced to very drastic measures, being forced to abandon their living-quarters since the level of environmental radiation has drastically increased.

Other circumstances than provocation studies are also of importance for the assessment. There are biologically reasonable explanations of EHS. There is also scientific discoveries indicating plausible mecanisms that surrounding the EHS fenomena.
 SCENIHR has however chosen not to reveal these although their mission is to investigate possible effects and in fact not limit themselves to scientifically proven effects. The precautionary principle demands a radically different investigation than presented by SCENIHR in their preliminary report. The Court of Justice of the European Communities has stated that the precautionary principle can be applied with the support of a scientifically based hypothesis of the most plausible explanation of health-problems.
 This implies that an investigation of alternative explanations of EHS is necessary. Such an investigation has not yet been seen. Since there is word around that EHS is only a symptom of pschological nature the scientific basis for such a hypothesis has to be investigated thoroughly.
Also to be pin-pointed is that many affected individuals are able to indicate an utterly plausible correlation between their symptoms and RF-exposure. Such proof is usually dismissed relating to a briefing of the state of research that decision-makers missapprehend in a way that the scientific community has proven that EHS is not caused by RF-exposure. In order to justify the legislation it is utterly important that the current state of research in the scientific community is actually accounted for. The EU guidelines for the use of the precautionary principle does put forward necessary rules for the risk assessment. These guidelines also have to be applied by the instance assessing the risks.
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