Your response

Question

Question 1: Please provide feedback on the
additions, amendments and clarifications we
have made to the wording of the licence
condition to implement our decisions on the
scope of the licence condition in our October
2020 Statement, giving reasons for your
response.

Question 2: Please provide feedback on the
additions and clarifications to our ‘Guidance
on EMF Compliance and Enforcement’, giving
reasons for your response.

Your response

My response is that it is outrageous that
members of the public can only object on
aesthetic grounds to the erection of masts in
their neighbourhoods. The main concern is
always the very real threat to human, insect
and animal health and this is not recognised by
law as grounds for objection.

Members of the public and policymakers have
been made fully aware that the ICNIRP is a
group which, despite purporting to be inde-
pendent, is known to have financial conflicts of
interest and to show bias regarding EMF emis-
sions and health. Please note the following:

The ICNIRP was ruled biased by the Court of Ap-
peal of Turin in

2020: https://www.globalresearch.ca/court-
appeal-turin-confirms-link-between-head-
tumour-mobile-phone-use/5701050

The ICNIRP conflicts of interest have been fully
exposed by two MEPs in the following re-

port: https://www.michele-rivasi.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/ICNIRP-report-
FINAL-JUNE-2020_EN.pdf

The ICNIRP bias and conflicts of interest are dis-
cussed in this article in the International Journal
of Oncology: https://pubmed.ncbi.nIm.nih.gov/
28656257/

Public Health England is currently the object of
two legal cases regarding EMR emis-

sions: https://actionagainst5g.org, https://www
.crowdjustice.com/case/5g-judicial-review-
2020/

Public Health England’s own lawyers, DLA Piper,
have stated in legal information that members
of the public or other parties should use their
own discretion, based on available evid-
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Question 3: Please provide feedback on the
trial version of our EMF calculator, giving
reasons for your response.

ence, when making decisions regarding
RFR. Evidence available on request.
PHIRE Medical have produced this con-
sensus statement, signed by 3500 medical
doctors and bodies, stating that it is medical
consensus that RFR from masts and
devices causes harm to

health. https://www.ofcom.org.uk/consultatio
ns-and-statements/category-1/limiting-
exposure-to-emf

It is therefore unacceptable for Ofcom to
proceed with proliferation of masts emitting
EMR which has been shown in the majority
independent science to cause harm to
health, including serious harm such as can-
cer, based on the ICNIRP guidelines which
are considered biased and even fraudulent
by some of the world’s leading experts in
the biochemical effects of RFR.
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