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Letter to the United Nations Environment Programme 

 Transmitting the International EMF Scientist Appeal 

June 25, 2019 

 

 Attention:  Inger Anderson, Executive Director, U.N. Environment Programme  

We are forwarding to you the International EMF Scientist Appeal1                                                                        

with a renewed and urgent request 

This Appeal, now signed by 247 scientists in 42 nations, was initially submitted to the U.N. Secretary-

General, the World Health Organization (WHO) Director-General, and to the U.N. Environment 

Programme Executive (UNEP) Director in May, 2015. The Appeal has been readdressed to the current 

leaders of the U.N. and its sub-organizations since that time.  To date, we have not received a formal 

reply. 

We are now bringing the Appeal to the attention of UNEP again, as an urgent matter, and are 

asking UNEP to investigate the potential for harm being posed to plants, animals and humans by 

man-made, non-ionizing electromagnetic fields (EMF) pollution.    

The signatories to this Appeal have published peer-reviewed papers on the biological and health effects 

of EMF. These scientists have published more than 2,000 papers and letters about EMF in professional 

journals. The Appeal continues to be signed by concerned scientists and is viewed as an authoritative 

and credible statement internationally, often referred to as a part of public testimony and policy 

proposals, in peer-reviewed scientific literature, and by the media. 

The International Agency for Research on Cancer has classified Extremely Low Frequency and 

Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields as possible human carcinogens (2002, 2011). Yet, although the 

WHO has adopted IARC’s classifications, it has not acted aggressively to encourage more independent 

research, to call for health-based EMF standards or, to call for precautionary measures to protect the 

general public and especially pregnant women and children. Meanwhile, national and international 

standard-setting groups and the WHO continue to state that there is “no credible evidence” of harm 

from exposure to EMF.  It is indeed shocking to note that the WHO EMF Project has endorsed the 

obsolete EMF-exposure guidelines set by a German NGO that provides guidance on EMF-exposure 

                                                           
1 International Appeal: Scientists call for protection from non-ionizing electromagnetic field exposure. European J Oncology. 20(3/4). 2015. 
https://www.mattioli1885journals.com/index.php/Europeanjournalofoncology/article/view/4971/3658 

https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.mattioli1885journals.com%2Findex.php%2FEuropeanjournalofoncology%2Farticle%2Fview%2F4971%2F3658&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cdb62140421814465f2a708d6f3557654%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C636963946052789578&sdata=B5CiQElbdhwm7LiIipMcKjATJ6TMfZmzpUC0O%2FtRpks%3D&reserved=0
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limits, the ICNIRP,  and is seeking to influence nations world-wide to “harmonize” EMF exposure 

standards with these guidelines, even though they are not sufficiently protective of humankind or 

nature and do not take into account the numerous health effects studies that have been published since 

the IARC evaluations.        

The world is in the midst of the Wireless Age, a rapidly-evolving societal transformation that 

fundamentally relies on applications of wireless communications.  The planet is increasingly being 

polluted by the multitude of EMF, generated to propel these technologies, terrestrially and by satellite, 

causing rising levels of EMF in the atmosphere, creating chronic electrosmog pollution conditions that 

greatly increase health risk. 

In 2017, the Advisors to the International EMF Scientist Appeal called for a halt to the 5th Generation 

(5G) wireless deployment prior to safety testing, stating: “We recommend that, in keeping with the 

U.N. Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, to ’Protect, Respect and Remedy.’, 5G 

technologies must be subjected to an independent health and safety assessment before they are 

launched.” The public needs assurance that future wireless technologies are safe and do not increase 

cancer risk. With regard to human health and environmental protection, policy decisions based on 

assumptions of safety without adequate testing are not in the best interest of public health.     

In the Appeal, UNEP is asked “to convene and fund an independent multidisciplinary committee to 

explore the pros and cons of alternatives to current practices that could substantially lower human 

exposures to nonionizing electromagnetic radiation (NIER). The deliberations of this group should be 

conducted in a transparent and impartial way. Although it is essential that industry be involved and 

cooperate in this process, industry should not be allowed to bias its processes or conclusions. This 

group should provide their analysis to the UN and the WHO to guide precautionary action.” 

We propose that the United Nations Environment Programme undertake an unbiased, comprehensive 

review of the scientific literature on EMF effects on the natural environment and make 

recommendations that could be applied as an integral part of developing international and national 

health-based and environmentally-protective EMF-exposure standards.  Many of the EMF scientists 

who signed this appeal have published studies in peer-reviewed journals on the effects of EMF on 

animals and plants, in addition to studies on humans. For example, scientific studies have documented 

aggressive behavior, reduced productivity, swarming and abandoning hive among honey bee 

populations (Harst et al. 2006, Warnke 2009, Favre 2011, Kumar et al. 2011, Pattezhy 2009, Sahib 

2011); aggressive behavior, impaired reproduction and interference with migration among bird 

populations (Southern 1975, Larkin and Sutherland 1977, Balmori 2004, Balmori and Hallberg 2007, 

Everaert and Bauwens 2007, Fernie et al. 2010, Engels et al. 2015, Wiltschko et al. 2015); deformities 

and population decline among amphibians (Balmori 2006, Balmori 2010); insects (Cucurachi et al. 

2013); reduced productivity, impaired reproduction, and sudden death among livestock, especially dairy 

cows (Burchard et al. 1996, Loscher and Kas 1998, Hillman et al. 2013, Stetzer et al. 2016); and 

reduced growth, increased infection and/or physiological/morphological effects in plant populations 

that can be attributed to different forms of electrosmog (Balodis et al. 1996, Haggerty 2010, 

Halgamuge 2016, Waldmann-Selsam et al. 2016, Havas and Symington 2016, Vian et al. 2016) .          
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Three long-term exposure studies of rodents showed evidence of cancer at 900, 1,800, and 2,400 MHz 

(Chou et al 1992, NTP 2018, Falcioni et al. 2019).   

By engaging directly in investigating this controversial issue, as we propose here, UNEP would be in 

the position to respond to the concerns many scientists, public officials, and the general public are 

raising. 

Further, we request that you bring to the attention of the United Nations the need to resolve a major 

policy discrepancy that is preventing protective actions from being taken to protect humankind and the 

environment from adverse effects of EMF.  Namely, the International Agency on Research on Cancer’s 

(IARC) classification of radiofrequency electromagnetic fields as a possible Group 2B carcinogen in 

2011, subsequently adopted by the World Health Organization, has been ignored by the WHO EMF 

Project.  The IARC just announced plans to conduct another scientific review of radiofrequency 

electromagnetic fields as early as 2022. There are no exposure standards to protect plants and animals.  

The U.N. should act immediately to resolve these internal differences, issue precautionary warnings, 

and convene scientific meetings to independently evaluate the risk.   

We urgently call for an investigation into this matter by the U.N. Environment Programme, under 

guidance by the U.N. Secretary General, Antonio Guterres.  Otherwise, the entire world may face a 

health and environmental crisis caused by man-made EMF pollution. 

The signed version of the International EMF Scientist Appeal may be viewed at www.emfscientist.org. 

We would appreciate your timely reply and are available to discuss this matter further.       

Kind regards,  

 

Elizabeth Kelley, MA                                                                                                                                                                                

Director, EMFscientist.org                                                                                                                                                                                                    

On behalf of the Advisors to the International EMF Scientist Appeal:                                                                                                                                    

Magda Havas, Ph.D., Henry Lai, Ph.D., Ronald Melnick, Ph.D., Joel Moskowitz, Ph.D.                                             

and Annie Sasco, MD, DrPH                                                                                                                                                                                  

Email: info@emfscientist.org                                                                                                                                                                           

Tel:  1-520-912-4878 (landline) 

Cc: Joyce Msuya, Deputy Director, Former Acting Executive Director, U.N. Environment Programme 

________________________________________________________________ 
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