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Contested	Carcinogenicity
Health Canada

Radiofrequency radiation does not cause cancer 

International Agency for Research on Cancer
RFR possibly does cause cancer (IARC, 2011)

BUT, with intervening research RFR is now a high priority to 
reassess

Some independent doctors, epidemiologists and other scientists in 
Canada and internationally

Radiofrequency radiation is a human carcinogen

Miller et al.(Sept 2018) Cancer epidemiology update, following the 2011 IARC evaluation of 
radiofrequency electromagnetic fields (Monograph 102). 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013935118303475

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013935118303475
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Abstract: Ambient levels of nonionizing electromagnetic
fields (EMF) have risen sharply in the last five decades to
become a ubiquitous, continuous, biologically active envi-
ronmental pollutant, even in rural and remote areas. Many
species of flora and fauna, because of unique physiologies
and habitats, are sensitive to exogenous EMF in ways that
surpass human reactivity. This can lead to complex endog-
enous reactions that are highly variable, largely unseen, and
a possible contributing factor in species extinctions, some-
times localized. Non-humanmagnetoreceptionmechanisms
are explored. Numerous studies across all frequencies and
taxa indicate that current low-level anthropogenic EMF can
have myriad adverse and synergistic effects, including on
orientation and migration, food finding, reproduction,
mating, nest and den building, territorial maintenance and
defense, and on vitality, longevity and survivorship itself.
Effects have been observed in mammals such as bats, cer-
vids, cetaceans, and pinnipeds among others, and on birds,
insects, amphibians, reptiles, microbes andmany species of
flora. Cyto- and geno-toxic effects have long been observed
in laboratory research on animal models that can be
extrapolated to wildlife. Unusual multi-systemmechanisms
can come into play with non-human species— including in
aquatic environments — that rely on the Earth’s natural
geomagnetic fields for critical life-sustaining information.
Part 2 of this 3-part series includes four online supplement
tables of effects seen in animals from both ELF and RFR at

vanishingly low intensities. Taken as a whole, this indicates
enough information to raise concerns about ambient expo-
sures to nonionizing radiation at ecosystem levels. Wildlife
loss is often unseen and undocumented until tipping points
are reached. It is time to recognize ambient EMF as a novel
form of pollution and develop rules at regulatory agencies
that designate air as ‘habitat’ so EMF can be regulated like
other pollutants. Long-term chronic low-level EMF exposure
standards, which do not now exist, should be set accordingly
for wildlife, and environmental laws should be strictly
enforced— a subject explored in Part 3.

Keywords: cell phone towers/masts/base stations; Earth’s
geomagnetic fields; magnetoreception, radiofrequency
radiation (RFR); nonionizing electromagnetic fields (EMF);
plants; wildlife.

Introduction: electromagnetic
fields — natural and man-made

In Part 1 of this three-part series, rising ambient EMF levels
were explored. Part 2 focuses specifically on the unique
magnetoreception physiologies found in wildlife as well as
the mechanisms by which they interact with the Earth’s
natural geomagnetic fields and man-made EMF at in-
tensities now commonly found in the environment. Part 2
Supplements contain tables of studies showing effects at
extremely low intensity exposures comparable to today’s
ambient levels.

Energy is a part of nature affecting every living thing in
positive, negative and neutral ways. The Earth itself is a
dipole magnet with a north and a south pole. All living
things have evolved within the protective cradle of the
Earth’s natural geomagnetic fields. In fact, magnetic os-
cillations emanate from the Earth’s molten iron core
around 10 times per second (10 Hz) where relaxed but alert
human thought/brainwaves occur between 8 and 14 Hz.

In addition to the Earth’s natural emanations, vast
SchumannResonances (SR) that constantly circle the globe
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Abstract: Due to the continuous rising ambient levels of
nonionizing electromagnetic fields (EMFs) used in modern
societies—primarily from wireless technologies—that have
now become a ubiquitous biologically active environ-
mental pollutant, a new vision on how to regulate such
exposures for non-human species at the ecosystem level is
needed. Government standards adopted for human expo-
sures are examined for applicability to wildlife. Existing
environmental laws, such as the National Environmental
Policy Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the U.S. and
others used in Canada and throughout Europe, should be
strengthened and enforced. New laws should be written to
accommodate the ever-increasing EMF exposures. Radio-
frequency radiation exposure standards that have been
adopted by worldwide agencies and governments warrant
more stringent controls given the new and unusual
signaling characteristics used in 5G technology. No such
standards take wildlife into consideration. Many species of
flora and fauna, because of distinctive physiologies, have
been found sensitive to exogenous EMF in ways that sur-
pass human reactivity. Such exposures may now be
capable of affecting endogenous bioelectric states in some
species. Numerous studies across all frequencies and taxa
indicate that low-level EMF exposures have numerous
adverse effects, including on orientation, migration, food
finding, reproduction, mating, nest and den building, ter-
ritorial maintenance, defense, vitality, longevity, and
survivorship. Cyto- and geno-toxic effects have long been
observed. It is time to recognize ambient EMF as a novel

form of pollution and develop rules at regulatory agencies
that designate air as ‘habitat’ so EMF can be regulated like
other pollutants. Wildlife loss is often unseen and undoc-
umented until tipping points are reached. A robust dialog
regarding technology’s high-impact role in thenascent field
of electroecology needs to commence. Long-term chronic
low-level EMF exposure standards should be set accord-
ingly for wildlife, including, but not limited to, the redesign
of wireless devices, as well as infrastructure, in order to
reduce the rising ambient levels (explored in Part 1).
Possible environmental approaches are discussed. This is
Part 3 of a three-part series.

Keywords: aeroecology; electroecology; International
Council on Non-ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP);
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA); National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA); non-ionizing electromagnetic fields
(EMFs); radiofrequency radiation (RFR); rising ambient
levels; U.S. Federal Communications Commission (FCC).

Introduction

This is Part 3 and concludes a three-part series on elec-
tromagnetic field (EMF) effects to wildlife.

Part 1 focused on measurements of rising background
levels in urban, suburban, rural, and deep forested areas as
well as from satellites. Discussed were different physics
models used to determine safety and their appropriateness
to current exposures. The unusual signaling characteristics
and unique potential biological effects from 5G were
explored. The online edition of Part 1 contains a Supple-
ment Table of measured global ambient levels.

Part 2 is an in-depth review of species extinctions,
exceptional non-human magnetoreception capabilities,
and other species’ known reactions to anthropogenic EMF
exposures as studied in laboratories and in the !eld. All
animal kingdoms are included and clear vulnerabilities are
seen. Part 2 contains four Supplement Tables of extensive
low-level studies across all taxa, including ELF/RFR gen-
otoxic effects.
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Abstract: Ambient levels of electromagnetic fields (EMF)
have risen sharply in the last 80 years, creating a novel
energetic exposure that previously did not exist. Most
recent decades have seen exponential increases in nearly
all environments, including rural/remote areas and lower
atmospheric regions. Because of unique physiologies,
some species of flora and fauna are sensitive to exogenous
EMF in ways that may surpass human reactivity. There is
limited, but comprehensive, baseline data in the U.S. from
the 1980s against which to compare significant new sur-
veys from different countries. This now provides broader
and more precise data on potential transient and chronic
exposures to wildlife and habitats. Biological effects
have been seen broadly across all taxa and frequencies at
vanishingly low intensities comparable to today’s ambient
exposures. Broad wildlife effects have been seen on
orientation and migration, food !nding, reproduction,
mating, nest and den building, territorial maintenance
and defense, and longevity and survivorship. Cyto- and
geno-toxic effects have been observed. The above issues
are explored in three consecutive parts: Part 1 questions
today’s ambient EMF capabilities to adversely affect
wildlife, with more urgency regarding 5G technologies.
Part 2 explores natural and man-made !elds, animal
magnetoreception mechanisms, and pertinent studies to
all wildlife kingdoms. Part 3 examines current exposure
standards, applicable laws, and future directions. It is time

to recognize ambient EMF as a novel form of pollution and
develop rules at regulatory agencies that designate air as
‘habitat’ so EMF can be regulated like other pollutants.
Wildlife loss is often unseen and undocumented until
tipping points are reached. Long-term chronic low-level
EMF exposure standards, which do not now exist, should
be set accordingly for wildlife, and environmental laws
should be strictly enforced.

Keywords: 2G – 4GLTE; 5G; cell phone towers/masts/base
stations/small cells; “Internet of Things” (IoT); magneto-
reception; millimeter waves (MMW); nonionizing electro-
magnetic fields (EMF); radiofrequency radiation (RFR);
satellites; wildlife.

PART 1: DEFINING THE PROBLEM: TECHNOLOGY
AND RISING EMF LEVELS

Introduction: environmental
disconnect

Since the advent of electrification in the late 1800s and
wireless communications in the 1930s, ambient levels of
radiation from devices, broadcast facilities, land-based
telecom infrastructure, satellites, andmilitary applications
have gradually risen across a range of frequencies in the
nonionizing bands of the electromagnetic spectrum. There
has been broad discussion in the media and elsewhere
about nonionizing electromagnetic fields (EMF) effects
to humans, especially since the International Agency
for Research on Cancer (IARC) at the World Health
Organization (WHO) classi!ed extremely-low frequency
(ELF) magnetic !elds and radiofrequency radiation (RFR)
([1, 2] respectively) as 2B possible human carcinogens —
similar to lead, exhaust fumes, DDT and formaldehyde. But
is there a larger environmental downside to rising ambient
EMF exposures — particularly RFR — from popular mo-
bile communication devices, WiFi antennas, and all
accompanying infrastructure that is being overlooked by
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Unique physiologies …
Some species of flora 
and fauna are sensitive 
to exogenous EMF in 
ways that may surpass 
human reactivity. 

Biological effects have 
been seen broadly across 
all taxa and frequencies 
at vanishingly low 
intensities comparable to 
today’s ambient 
exposures. 

2021	Review	of	environmental	effects	of	
radiofrequency	radiation			>1000	studies

https://doi.org/10.1515/reveh-2021-0050
https://doi.org/10.1515/reveh-2021-0083
https://doi.org/10.1515/reveh-2021-0026


Broad	wildlife	effects
Levitt	et	al.

• orientation and migration
• food finding 
• reproduction 
• mating
• nest and den building 
• territorial maintenance and defense
• longevity and survivorship
• cyto- and geno-toxic effects 

Wildlife loss is often unseen and undocumented 
until tipping points are reached. 

It is time to recognize ambient 
EMF as a novel form of pollution 
and develop rules at regulatory 
agencies that designate air as 
‘habitat’ so EMF can be 
regulated like other pollutants. 



6

Amend	CEPA	to	learn	
about	radiofrequency	
electromagnetic	
radiation	(RFR)
Protect fauna and flora, as well as human 
health, by amending the Canadian 
Environmental Protection Act, 1999 to prepare 
to address current regulatory gaps.
Make anthropogenic radiofrequency 
electromagnetic radiation (RF-EMR or “wireless 
radiation”) subject to data collection and 
research (S. 44).

Let’s open our eyes!



Electromagnetic	radiation	–microwave	+



Typical	peak	exposure	to	telecommunications	radiation	-
quintillions	of	times	above	historical	background-2018

Bandara & Carpenter (2018) 
Planetary Electromagnetic 
Pollution: It Is Time to Assess 
Its Impact. The Lancet 
Planetary Health 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542
-5196(18)30221-3

Frequency (Hz)

https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(18)30221-3


Canada’s	Safety	Code	6
Limits	of	Human	Exposure	to	Radiofrequency	Electromagnetic	
Energy	in	the	Frequency	Range	from	3	kHz	to	300	GHz
• Considers only humans / similar to international guidance
• Protects against over-heating of tissues, at relevant frequencies
• Scientific review incomplete, not systematic, out-of-date
• Exposure limit was doubled for 5G frequencies, with no 

consultation or substantive evidence of safety
• Not included: “non-thermal” effects 

complex pulsed signals
synergism with chemicals

www.canada.ca/content/dam/hc-sc/migration/hc-sc/ewh-semt/alt_formats/pdf/consult/_2014/safety_code_6-
code_securite_6/final-finale-eng.pdf

preventcancernow.ca/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/SearsFriesenBEMSposter-ScientificReviewCanada.pdf

http://www.canada.ca/content/dam/hc-sc/migration/hc-sc/ewh-semt/alt_formats/pdf/consult/_2014/safety_code_6-code_securite_6/final-finale-eng.pdf
https://preventcancernow.ca/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/SearsFriesenBEMSposter-ScientificReviewCanada.pdf


Environmental	Exposure: RF-EMR	from	a	cell	tower

http://neha-wilcom.blogspot.com/2011/05/radiation-pattern-of-cell-tower-antenna.html



What	doesn’t	stay	on	the	ground,	outside	the	fence?



Who	might	be	in	the	antenna	main	beam?	
Towers are proposed nearby and in 
natural areas—most neighbours
don’t complain



Birds	and	insects	get	lost	–magnetoreception
impaired

were disoriented, however, with the radio-frequency field
added (figure 2) just like they had been disoriented in such
a field without pre-exposure [10].

In a second approach in spring, we extended the pre-
exposure time to 7 h and used 1.315 MHz, a frequency
shown to disrupt orientation at a low intensity of only 15 nT
without pre-exposure [10]. The robins’ orientation, together
with control data and, for comparison, data in the respective
oscillating field without pre-exposure, are given in figure 3.
In the local geomagnetic field, the birds preferred their north-
erly migratory direction, but even after a longer pre-exposure
to the much weaker radio-frequency field, the birds were
still disoriented, just like they were without pre-exposure.
Obviously, orientation in radio-frequency fields in the range
of at least 1–7 MHz is generally impossible for birds.

In an additional test series in spring, robins were exposed to
a 1.315 MHz, 480 nT field for 3 h and immediately afterwards
tested in the local geomagnetic field. Their data, together with
their orientation in the local field without pre-exposure, are
given in figure 4. Although the birds showed more scatter
after staying in the radio-frequency field, they are clearly
oriented in their northerly migratory direction. This indicates
that radio-frequency fields do not have any severe after-effects
on the orientation; they appear to disrupt with magnetorecep-
tion only while they are present, without causing lasting
damage to the reception mechanisms.

4. Discussion
Our findings make some types of possible interferences of radio-
frequency fields with magnetoreception appear less likely.

The light activation of the probable receptor molecule
Cry1a appears not to be hindered in the presence of a
radio-frequency field that disrupts magnetic orientation
[10]—the fully reduced form that seems to be the one labelled
by the antiserum [17] was found to be present. It must remain
open, however, whether the treatment possibly interferes
with the re-oxidation part of the flavin redox cycle in Cry1a
[23]; effects on the radical pair generated there, its coherence
time and its further reactions cannot be excluded.

In contrast to static fields outside the normal functional
window, pre-exposure to oscillating fields did not improve

the robins’ orientation performance. Birds seem unable to
adjust their magnetoreception system to radio-frequency
fields. This indicates that the effect of radio frequencies is not
changing the operating point and driving it out of the func-
tional window, because in this case, one would expect the
birds to be able to cope with it. Changes in magnetic intensity
are assumed to alter the activation pattern on the retina

7.0 MHz added
after pre-exposure

E EW W

C

N(a) (b)

Figure 2. Orientation of European robins in autumn (a) in the local geomag-
netic field (C, control) and (b) with a radio-frequency field of 7.0 MHz,
470 nT added vertically, after being pre-exposed to this field for 2 h. The
symbols at the periphery of the circle mark the mean headings of individual
birds based on three recordings each; the arrows represent the grand mean
vectors. The two inner circles are the 5% (dotted) and the 1% significance
border of the Rayleigh test [22].

S

EW

C

(a)

EW
1.3 MHz added

after pre-exposure

S

(b)

1.3 MHz added
EW

(c)

Figure 3. Orientation of European robins in spring (a) in the local geomag-
netic field (C, control), (b) with a radio-frequency field of 1.315 MHz, 15 nT
added vertically after being pre-exposed to this field for 7 h and (c) with this
radio-frequency field added without pre-exposure. Symbols as in figure 2.

W E W E

S S

geomagnetic field after
pre-exposure to 1.3 MHzC

(a) (b)

Figure 4. Orientation of European robins in spring in the local geomagnetic
field (a) C, control and (b) after a 3-h exposure in a radio-frequency field of
1.315 MHz, 480 nT. Symbols as in figure 2.
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Cryptochrome in 
birds and insects 
used to sense the 
earth’s magnetic 
field. 
Radiofrequency 
radiation 
interferes with 
orientation

Example: Robins lost sense of direction during exposure to 7 MHz field 
Wiltschko et al. 2015. Magnetoreception in birds: the effect of radio-frequency fields
DOI:10.1098/rsif.2014.1103



Electromagnetic	radiation	as	an	emerging	
driver	factor	for	the	decline	of	insects

Biodiversity of insects is threatened worldwide.
• Insects form base of the food web
• Insects are especially sensitive to RF-EMR.
• Electromagnetic radiation may be a 

complementary driver in this decline.

Some documented effects:
• Foraging, feeding, navigation, fecundity, 

pollination, propolization (+ feeding of larvae)
• Exposures from power lines, phones, WiFi and 

towers
• Effects on immune, nervous and reproductive 

systems
A. Balmori, 2021, Sci Total Environ. doi.org. /10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144913



RF	From	Telecommunications	Antennas	Correlated	With	
Changes	in	Abundance,	Diversity	and	Richness	of	Insects	

Distribution, diversity and abundance of some insects around a telecommunication 
mast in Ilorin, Kwara State, Nigeria.
• A 22 week study on the impact of a telecommunications tower found that as the 

RF levels increased closer to the tower, the diversity and abundance of insects 
decreased.

Adelaja, O.J., Ande, A.T., Abdulraheem, G.D. et al. Bull Natl Res Cent 45, 222 (2021). 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s42269-021-00683-y

Electromagnetic radiation of mobile telecommunication antennas affects the 
abundance and composition of wild pollinators.
• Study of two Mediterranean islands. …beetle, wasp, and hoverfly abundance 

decreased with EMR, whereas the abundance of underground-nesting wild bees 
and bee flies unexpectedly increased with EMR. … it might also have additional 
ecological and economic impacts on the maintenance of wild plant diversity, 
crop production and human welfare.

Lázaro, A. Chroni, T. Tscheulin, J. Devalez, C. Matsoukas, & T. Petanidou. (2016). Journal of Insect Conservation, 20(2), 315–324. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-016-9868-8

https://doi.org/10.1186/s42269-021-00683-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-016-9868-8


Exposure	of	Insects	to	Radio-
Frequency	Electromagnetic	Fields	
from	2	to	120	GHz	(5G)

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

7SCIENTIFIC REPORTS |  (2018) 8:3924  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-018-22271-3

Figure 4. Normalized Electric !eld strength (dB) in a mid-transverse cross section of the Western Honey 
Bee as a function of frequency for a single plane wave incident from below with polarization orthogonal to 
the shown plane (No. 5 in Fig."1). Normalization was executed for each simulation separately, i.e. Emax can be 
di#erent in each sub!gure.

Figure 5. Pabs for an incident !eld strength of 1 V/m as a function of frequency for all studied insects. $e 
markers indicate the average over all twelve plane waves at each of the simulated frequencies, while the whiskers 
indicate the minimal and maximal Pabs values obtained during the simulations.

Thielens et al. Scientific Reports 8, no. 1 
(March 2, 2018): 3924. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-22271-3.

Protective policy for one species will not 
guarantee protection for other species. 

www.nature.com/scientificreports/
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Figure 4. Normalized Electric !eld strength (dB) in a mid-transverse cross section of the Western Honey 
Bee as a function of frequency for a single plane wave incident from below with polarization orthogonal to 
the shown plane (No. 5 in Fig."1). Normalization was executed for each simulation separately, i.e. Emax can be 
di#erent in each sub!gure.

Figure 5. Pabs for an incident !eld strength of 1 V/m as a function of frequency for all studied insects. $e 
markers indicate the average over all twelve plane waves at each of the simulated frequencies, while the whiskers 
indicate the minimal and maximal Pabs values obtained during the simulations.

Power absorbed by bee ~ 2 GHz to 120 GHz

Aus. Stingless Bee

Beetle
Western Honey Bee

Locust

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-22271-3


Radiofrequency	radiation	injures	trees	
around	mobile	phone	base	stations	(2016)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.08.045

Radiofrequency radiation injures trees around mobile phone
base stations

Cornelia Waldmann-Selsam a, Alfonso Balmori-de la Puente b, Helmut Breunig c, Alfonso Balmori d,!
a Karl-May-Str. 48, 96049 Bamberg, Germany
b C/Navarra, 1 5°B, 47007 Valladolid, Spain
c Baumhofstr. 39, 37520 Osterode, Germany
d Consejería de Medio Ambiente, Junta de Castilla y León, C/Rigoberto Cortejoso, 14 47071 Valladolid, Spain

H I G H L I G H T S

• High frequency nonionizing radiation is
becoming increasingly common.

• This study found a high level of damage
to trees in the vicinity of phone masts.

• Deployment has been continued with-
out consideration of environmental im-
pact.

G R A P H I C A L A B S T R A C T

a b s t r a c ta r t i c l e i n f o

Article history:
Received 6 June 2016
Received in revised form 19 July 2016
Accepted 6 August 2016
Available online 24 August 2016

Editor: D. Barcelo

In the last two decades, the deployment of phone masts around the world has taken place and, for many years,
there has been a discussion in the scienti!c community about the possible environmental impact from mobile
phone base stations. Trees have several advantages over animals as experimental subjects and the aim of this
studywas to verifywhether there is a connection between unusual (generally unilateral) tree damage and radio-
frequency exposure. To achieve this, a detailed long-term (2006–2015) !eld monitoring studywas performed in
the cities of Bamberg and Hallstadt (Germany). During monitoring, observations and photographic recordings of
unusual or unexplainable tree damage were taken, alongside the measurement of electromagnetic radiation. In
2015 measurements of RF-EMF (Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields) were carried out. A polygon spanning
both citieswas chosen as the study site,where 144measurements of the radiofrequency of electromagnetic!elds
were taken at a height of 1.5 m in streets and parks at different locations. By interpolation of the 144 measure-
ment points, we were able to compile an electromagnetic map of the power "ux density in Bamberg and Hall-
stadt. We selected 60 damaged trees, in addition to 30 randomly selected trees and 30 trees in low radiation
areas (n=120) in this polygon. Themeasurements of all trees revealed signi!cant differences between the dam-
aged side facing a phonemast and the opposite side, aswell as differences between the exposed side of damaged
trees and all other groups of trees in both sides. Thus, we found that side differences inmeasured values of power
"ux density corresponded to side differences in damage. The 30 selected trees in low radiation areas (no visual
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Electromagnetic radiation
Effects on trees
Phone masts
Radiofrequencies
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Waldmann-Selsam et al. – International team documented tree 
injuries facing RFR sources, progressing over time until the tree dies.
Trees sheltered from radiation by buildings thrive

Bernartzky (1986) revisited

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.08.045


Breunig, Helmut. “Tree Damage Caused By Mobile Phone Base Stations An Observation Guide.” (2017). 

https://kompetenzinitiative.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/2017_Observation_Guide_ENG_FINAL_RED.pdf


What	is	coming	for	trees,	with	5G?
Dense “small cell” 
deployment.
Mission BC

These are 
increasingly 
common.



Biota	affected	a	very	low	levels
of	wireless	radiation

Figure from 
“Protect Birds, Bees and 
Trees” White Paper

Examples of biological effects 
on biota exposed to “wireless 
radiation” levels 
50 to more than 2,000 times 
below Safety Code 6 
(2,000 - 10,000 mW/m2

depending upon the 
frequency). 

https://preventcancernow.ca/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/Include-Anthropogenic-Radiofrequency-Electromagnetic-Radiation-in-Canadian-Environmental-Protection-Act-CEPA-Amendments_PCN-C4ST_2022-04-07.pdf


MISSING	in	Canada:	
Environmental	protection	against	RF-EMR
Canada 
• 2015 – evidence provided to ENVI study on CEPA
• 2017 – the Government committed that 

Environment and Climate Change Canada would 
examine evidence
• 2021 – in response to a petition to the 

Commissioner for the Environment and Sustainable 
Development, ECCC confirmed that evidence was 
not examined and there was no plan to do so.



MISSING	in	USA:	
Environmental	protection	against	RF-EMR

• In 2021, the second-highest 
U.S. court stated, 

“The Federal Communications 
Commission also completely 
failed even to acknowledge, 
let alone respond to, 
comments concerning the 
impact of RF radiation on the 
environment.”

Environmental Health Trust et al. v 
Federal Communications 
Commission and U.S.A.

https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/FB976465BF00F8BD85258730004EFDF7/$file/20-1025-1910111.pdf


Superior	alternatives

National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy
Washington, DC

Re-Inventing Wires:
The Future of  Landlines and Networks

Wired infrastructure is inherently more:
• future-proof
• reliable
• sustainable
• energy efficient
• safer

Wireless networks and services are inherently more: 
• complex
• costly
• unstable (subject to frequent revision and 

“upgrades”)
• constrained in what they can deliver

Which is the better business case?



Let’s	not	make	this	another	
Late	Lesson	from	Early	Warnings



Thank	you

Special thanks to 
Canadians for Safe Technology
Environmental Health Trust
Canadian Environmental Law Association

Contact: Meg Sears PhD
info@preventcancernow.ca


