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If you write on behalf of an organization, please specify the following

Type 
     Academic 
  Business 
Public authority 
    Trade union
     NGO 
  Other


     institute



If other, please specify: 
- www.001.be.cx  Electrosmog Citizen Initiative, Belgium



      

- Also Administrator of NGO TESLABEL, Belgium
	Please include your comments on the opinion in the following field:

The SCENIHR report on “Possible effects of Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) on Human Health” (19 July 2006) does not cover epidemiological studies on mobile phone base stations.

To date, there are only 9 published epidemiological studies on mobile phone base stations. These papers are available either of the WHO EMLF database (http://www10.who.int/peh-emf/emfstudies/studysearch.cfm or on PUBMED.

WHO EMF database:  (September 15, 2006)

1. Santini R. et al., Pathol Biol (Paris). 2003 Sep;51(7):412-5. Symptoms experienced by people in vicinity of base stations: II/ Incidences of age, duration of exposure, location of subjects in relation to the antennas and other electromagnetic factors [Pubmed]
2. Wolf D. et D., International Journal of Cancer Prevention. 2004 Apr;1(2)Cancer near a cell-phone transmitter station [WHO EMF DATABASE]
3. Eger H. et al., Umwelt-Medizin-Gesellschaft. 2004-Nov;17 (4): 326-335
Einfluss der räumlichen Nähe von Mobilfunksendeanlagen auf die Krebsinzidenz (Influence of the neighbourhood of a cellular transmitter antenna on the incidence of cancer) (Influence de la proximité d'une antenne de transmission cellulaire sur l'incidence du cancer): [WHO EMF DATABASE]
4. Siegrist M et al., Risk Anal. 2005 Oct;25(5):1253-64, Perception of mobile phone and base station risks. [Pubmed]
PUBMED: 

1. Bortkiewicz A et al. Med Pr. 2004;55(4):345-51. [Subjective symptoms reported by people living in the vicinity of cellular phone base stations: review] [Pubmed]
2. Hutter HP et al., Soz Praventivmed. 2004;49(1):62-6. Public perception of risk concerning celltowers and mobile phones. [Pubmed]
3. Hutter, Kundi et al. Occup Environ Med. 2006 May;63(5):307-13. Subjective symptoms, sleeping problems, and cognitive performance in subjects living near mobile phone base stations. [Pubmed]
4. Abdel-Rassoul et al, Electromagn Biol Med. 2006;25(3):177-88. Neurobehavioral effects among inhabitants around mobile phone base stations. [Pubmed]
5. Schuz J et al, Radiat Res. 2006 Jul;166(1 Pt 1):116-9. Radiofrequency electromagnetic fields emitted from base stations of DECT cordless phones and the risk of glioma and meningioma (Interphone Study Group, Germany). [Pubmed]
Seven out of nine (7 to 9) of these published peer reviewed studies point towards positive results : microwave syndrome, increased risk of cancer, absence of psychological factors, etc.

Only two out of nine (2 to 9, i.e. Siegrist 2995 & Schuz 2006) of these published papers point towards negative results : psychological factors or no increased risk of glioma.

1. Why is this not covered in the report ?

2. Base on this ratio 7:9, where is the scientific published evidence that can prove that there are no adverse health effects from mobile phone base station besides non quantitative general floppy statements like “ the body of evidence does not support a link  between …” 

3. How can the discrepancies between WHO official EMF Fact Sheet Nr 304 and these published studies (including those present on the EMF WHO database itself which incidentally is not even up to date) be accounted for ?

4. Even in case some of these published peer reviewed papers may suffer some limitations (like most studies anyway), the ratio 7:2 speaks for itself and urged for an immediate application of the Principle of Precaution. Based on this, please provide comments on what grounds in your views no additional precautions (with respect to the current ICNIRP limits of up to 61 Volt/meter) should be taken, especially towards target groups such as children, pregnant women, electrosensitive persons, etc. According to you, how many more studies for how many more years should be needed to consider a change ?

Respectfully

Jean-Luc Guilmot
Bio-Engineer
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