
From: Martin Gledhill
To: Tim Hopley
Cc: Jo Dones
Subject: Chat with Emilie van Deventer
Date: Thursday, 29 January 2026 9:43:44 am

Hi Tim

I had a chat this morning with Emilie van Deventer (she suggested a call when I replied to her message about
the forthcoming EMF meeting), who has looked after the WHO EMF Project for the past 15 or more years. 
Some of the points coming up:

* Lots of people leaving WHO and people retiring are not being replaced (no surprises there).  One
consequence is that as well as looking after WHO's radiation programme she now covers Chemicals as well.
She will be retiring in late October.

* A lot of work is going on at WHO to make sure that there is no duplication of effort.  A resolution for
presentation at May's World Health Assembly asks WHO to do a gap analysis as to what is being covered.  This
includes mention of the radiation and health area.  There is a meeting next week to decide whether this
resolution will go forward for consideration at the WHA.  Emilie commented that the NZ Health attache had
been vocal on this and made comments on the resolution (but she didn't say what the comments were).  As I
said in my previous email, I think it is useful for NZ to have radiation, especially non-ionising radiation,
covered at WHO.  May be worth trying to find out a bit more about this, although time is short.

* She hopes that the EHC monograph on RF will be published before September.  However there is still a lot of
work to do, including peer review once a document is ready and WHO approval.  She is after suggestions for
peer reviewers if you have any - she is thinking along the lines of institutions more than individuals but I guess
suggestions for either would be welcome.  Any thoughts?  It will be a big document.

* One agenda item at the forthcoming EMF meeting is discussion of the future of the EMF Project.  Once the
RF monograph is published it will have completed most of the initial objectives set out in 1995 (for a very
optimistic 5 year time scale!!).

One continuing project (at least, I think it is continuing but I haven't heard much about it for a while) are the
"Basic Safety Standards" (BSS) for non-ionising radiation (NIR).  These are intended to mirror the IAEA's
Basic Safety Standards for ionising Radiation (IR).  Sally and I have long thought that this is not worth
pursuing, because unlike the BSS-IR the NIR version would not recommend limits and largely be telling health
agencies and governments to look after public and occupational health, without providing concrete guidance on
how to do this and which is a government job anyway.  We have always thought that the most useful thing
WHO can do is identify areas of potential concern (eg cosmetic applications that use high exposures/doses of
NIR) and then let governments decide what to do about them.  

It would be good to have a continuing update of the existing publications - the EHC on low frequency fields is
now 19 years old - but given the huge time and effort for the RF ENC I'm not sure that this is realistic.  

The EMF project also covers optical radiation (light, UV) and there is perhaps more scope here for manageable
tasks that can be completed.  

* Emilie asked whether she should have a chat with you Tim, to introduce herself and the EMF Project.  I said
that I would put that to you - her email is  xxxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxif you would like to take up the offer.  I
suggested that it might also be worthwhile to talk to Richard Jaine as he would be able to influence
decisions about funding and would ask you what you think.

Martin

-- 
Martin Gledhill



EMF Services
P O Box 17
Clyde 9341

Tel: 
Email: xxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxx.xx.xx
www.emfservices.co.nz
EMF Services is a division of Monitoring and Advisory Services NZ Ltd
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Assessment of WHO-commissioned systematic reviews on health effects of RF-EMF 
 

Background and Rationale 

Between 2023 and 2025, a coordinated series of systematic reviews (SRs) examining the health effects 
of radiofrequency electromagnetic fields (RF-EMF; frequencies from 100 kHz to 300 GHz) were 
published in a special issue of “Environmental International” (https://www.sciencedirect.com/special-
issue/1092DR596MG). Conducted by over 80 international scientists and accompanied by detailed 
protocols, the SRs provide a transparent evidence base to inform global health risk assessments and 
policy development. The SRs were commissioned and overseen by the World Health Organization 
(WHO) as part of its ongoing assessment of health risks from human exposure to electromagnetic fields 
(EMF). This work builds on the WHO's Environmental Health Criteria (EHC) Monograph series with the 
last comprehensive update on RF-EMF relevant to mobile communication systems published in 1993 
(WHO EHC Monograph No. 137). Following the establishment of the “International EMF Project” 
(https://www.who.int/initiatives/the-international-emf-project) and the reintroduction of RF-EMF to 
the WHO’s research agenda in 2010 (WHO research agenda for radiofrequency fields, 2010), this SR 
project was initiated to update the evidence base. Conducted in line with WHO's Handbook for 
Guideline Development, the SRs adhere to high standards of methodological rigour, transparency, and 
independence. 

The approach to develop the scientific basis for the updated EHC Monograph and the development of 
these SRs followed a structured, three-step approach, designed to ensure comprehensive and focused 
evidence synthesis (Verbeek et al., 2025). The prioritisation of relevant health topics for assessment 
by SRs was informed by a survey conducted by the WHO in 2018, which polled over 300 invited 
researchers on their anticipated public concerns (Verbeek et al., 2021). The most relevant health-
related topics for an evaluation by SRs were identified: RF-EMF experts rated cancer, heat-related 
effects, male fertility and reproductive outcomes, adverse birth outcomes, electromagnetic 
hypersensitivity, cognitive impairment, adverse pregnancy outcomes and oxidative stress as outcomes 
most critical regarding RF EMF exposure (Table 1). This prioritisation of health topics was the basis for 
the 10 SRs subjects published as an open call by the WHO. They comprise the assessment of human 
observational and experimental studies as well as in experimental animal and cell studies, for which 
international research teams were able to apply for conducting SRs on these topics. It resulted in the 
publication of twelve SRs, which are now available in Environment International’s special edition, 
accompanied by an overview of strategic considerations, methodological procedures and findings by 
the organisers and editors (Verbeek et al., 2025). These SRs provide an up-to-date evidence synthesis 
on RF-EMF health effects, serving as the scientific foundation for WHO's ongoing risk assessment and 
the forthcoming EHC Monograph update. 

Table 1: Overview of health subjects of the WHO-commissioned SRs 

Topics of WHO 
survey 

WHO-commissioned SRs SR in Environmental 
International 

Cancer SR1 – Cancer (human observational studies) Karipidis et al., 2024 
Karipidis et al., 2025 

SR2 – Cancer (animal studies) Mevissen et al., 2025 

Adverse pregnancy 
and birth outcome 

SR3 – Adverse reproductive outcomes (human observational 
studies) 

Johnson et al., 2024 
Kenny et al., 2024 
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SR4 – Adverse reproductive outcomes (animal and in vitro 
studies) 

Cordelli et al., 2023 
Cordelli et al., 2024 

Cognitive impairment SR5 – Cognitive impairment (human observational studies) Benke et al., 2024 

SR6 – Cognitive impairment (human experimental studies) Pophof et al., 2024 

Electromagnetic 
hypersensitivity 

SR7 – Symptoms (human observational studies) Röösli et al., 2024 

SR8 – Symptoms (human experimental studies) Bosch-Capblanch et al., 2024 

Oxidative stress SR9 – Effect of exposure to RF on biomarkers of oxidative stress Meyer et al., 2024 

Heat-related effects SR10 – Effect of exposure to heat from any source on pain, 
burns, cataract and heat-related illnesses 

Commissioned but not 
completed 

Summary, conclusions, and relevance for human health 

The twelve SRs evaluated the scientific evidence of numerous endpoints related to human health 
topics of concern (Table 1). The number of studies included in each SR varied substantially, ranging 
from five studies on cognitive function in human observational research to 215 studies on fertility in 
animals. Carcinogenicity of RF-EMF exposure was addressed in two SRs on human observational 
studies (Karipidis et al., 2024, Karipidis et al., 2025), and in one SR in laboratory animals (Mevissen et 
al., 2025). Four SRs addressed the topic of fertility and reproduction, either evaluating human 
observational studies from the female (Johnson et al., 2024) or male (Kenny et al., 2024) perspective 
or experimental data on animals and ex vivo human sperm (Cordelli et al., 2023, Cordelli et al., 2024). 
The impact of RF-EMF exposure on human cognition was analysed in two SRs, focusing on 
observational (Benke et al., 2024) and experimental (Pophof et al., 2024) studies. Two SRs reported on 
subjective symptoms related to human well-being, based on observational (Röösli et al., 2024) and 
experimental (Bosch-Capblanch et al., 2024) human studies. In relation to cancer, and also associated 
to other health topics, oxidative stress markers were at last systematically evaluated for experimental 
in vivo and in vitro data (Meyer et al., 2024).  

The main findings and conclusions of these SRs are summarised elsewhere (BAFU, BfS). In a nutshell, 
the SRs on the available human observational studies on cancer, cognition, reproduction and 
symptoms have not hinted towards potential adverse health impacts of exposure. For the majority of 
endpoints, however, the available data are limited, and the confidence in the evidence is generally low 
(Karipidis et al., 2024, Karipidis et al., 2025, Benke et al., 2024, Johnson et al., 2024, Kenny et al., 2024, 
Röösli et al., 2024). However, for tumours of the brain and head region associated with near-field 
exposure, the evidence was judged to provide moderate confidence in an absence of an effect. Thus, 
adverse health impacts of RF-EMFs are not readily discernible in epidemiological studies, reflecting 
real-life exposure of the general and working populations.  

The conclusions of the SRs on observations from human experimental studies and animal studies were 
more ambivalent, which might be due to prolonged and higher levels of exposure than for the general 
population typically assessed in observational studies. RF-EMF exposure in humans did not impact 
volunteers’ symptoms, such as headache and most cognitive parameters, with moderate or high 
confidence in the evidence (Bosch-Capblanch et al., 2024, Pophof et al., 2024). Nevertheless, there 
were some indications of effects on specific cognitive tasks, albeit with low or very low confidence in 
the evidence. Similarly, ex vivo exposure of human semen has been observed to result in an 
inconsistent negative impact on sperm quality, yet having assigned low confidence in the evidence 
(Cordelli et al., 2024). The results of animal experiments on reproduction revealed some evidence, 
assigned with moderate confidence, for an increased risk that male animals may fail to reproduce and 
for reduced birth weight following exposure of females. With regard to other reproductive parameters, 
including fertility and brain development of the offspring, no adverse effects were reported with high 
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or moderate confidence (Cordelli et al., 2023, Cordelli et al., 2024). However, for a considerable 
number of the analysed endpoints, the available data is limited, and the confidence in the evidence is 
low. This renders a firm conclusion about RF-EMF effects on animal reproduction challenging and 
hampers also the translation of the findings in animals to human reproduction, for which no adverse 
effects were put forward in observational studies on the general and working population (Johnson et 
al., 2024, Kenny et al., 2024).  

The findings and conclusions of the cancer-related SRs differ between observational human and animal 
experimental studies, thereby leaving some uncertainties regarding the carcinogenic impact of RF-
EMF. As demonstrated by studies conducted in laboratory animals, an elevated incidence of heart 
schwannomas and gliomas, in addition to tumours of other organs, has been documented. The 
evidence supporting these findings has been categorised as either high or moderate confidence, as 
outlined in the SR by Mevissen et al. (2025). It is important to note that these conclusions are based 
on the findings of two large chronic bioassays conducted by the NTP and the Ramazzini institute (see 
BERENIS special NL, November 2018). This topic requires further consideration to evaluate potential 
human health impact, taking into account the direct translation of animal cancer to humans and the 
utilisation of experimental RF-EMF doses commonly used in toxicological approaches. There is an 
absence of compelling evidence to suggest that animal models are not a rational basis for potential 
effects in humans. However, it is imperative to consider the nature of exposure (local or whole body), 
as well as the duration and intensity of exposure, when translating the effect sizes into cancer risk in 
humans. In this regard, a mechanistic understanding of the mode of action of RF-EMF, which is typically 
investigated in cell studies, would be advantageous in evaluating its impact on human health. Yet, a 
recent SR conducted independently from the WHO initiative pointed with moderate confidence 
towards no impact of RF-EMF exposure on genotoxicity, which is a well-established driver of 
mutagenesis and thereby cause of carcinogenesis (Romeo et al., 2024). Concerning carcinogenesis, the 
SR on oxidative stress markers in animal and cell studies provides evidence that is difficult to rely on. 
This is because it was mostly rated with low and very low confidence for both a trend towards oxidative 
stress, for instance in the blood, testis and thymus of rodents, and no consistent changes in other 
tissues and cell types (Meyer et al., 2024). However, it is important to acknowledge the potential 
limitations of the included studies, which may contribute to the observed low confidence in the 
evidence. These limitations include the presence of studies with numerous restrictions, as well as the 
extensive variety of experimental models and protocols. These studies were grouped and combined in 
accordance with the protocol of the SR and meta-analysis for experimental outcomes. Levels of 
oxidative stress markers are subject to alteration in a variety of pathologies as a consequence of 
response to external stimuli and the action of key cellular mechanisms. The conceptual foundation of 
the approach was oriented towards molecular damage in the context of cancer (DNA damage); 
however, it did not encompass considerations such as the experimental purpose, the persistence of 
oxidative stress, and the functional consequences even though the latter ones were assessed in several 
studies. It is imperative to acknowledge the significance of these points in determining the biological 
relevance. However, it is equally crucial to recognise the challenges associated with their incorporation 
into a SR.  

Does the data and study quality allow for firm conclusions about health impact? 

While the overall SR project demonstrated scientific quality and transparency, the limitations of the 
existing primary studies meant that the certainty of evidence for many key outcomes remained low or 
very low. The methodological quality and completeness of available data generally did not permit firm 
conclusions regarding the health impacts of RF-EMF exposure across most investigated endpoints. All 
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twelve SRs reported constraints related to either an insufficient number of studies or methodological 
weaknesses in existing research, both of which limit the strength of the conclusions that can be drawn. 
BERENIS concurs with the authors’ observations that the frequent methodological limitations 
documented for the included studies, often involving failures across two or more quality criteria, 
challenge the certainty of the assessment and the formulation of firm conclusions regarding the 
potential health effects of RF-EMF exposure. Consequently, despite the existences of numerous 
studies on RF-EMF effects, many of them are found to be lacking scientific rigour. Such limitations are 
not only confined to the body of literature assessed in these SRs, but are a pervasive issue in research, 
particularly in the field of EMF-related topics, where the distinction between thermal and non-thermal 
effects, along with the establishment of appropriate exposure metrics, are paramount. The reliability 
of observational studies may be compromised by misclassification resulting from retrospective 
exposure assessment by proxies. Conversely, insufficiency in the study design and exposure 
characterisation is a prevalent limitation of experimental studies, resulting in downgrading of the 
confidence in the evidence (GRADE assessment). 

Besides the limitations of the existing primary research, it is necessary to consider the constraints of 
the SR approach regarding the assessment of the certainty and quality of a body of evidence (GRADE 
assessment). For this SR project a harmonised approach was used to assess the level of evidence, to 
ensure that the methods were as similar as possible across the different SRs. In a 2016 publication in 
Environment International, experts in SR methodology asserted that while the GRADE framework 
offers many advantages for evidence assessment, it requires further refinement and methodological 
adaptions to be fully applicable in environmental research. Particularly for studies of cancer in animals, 
meta-analysis was deemed inappropriate primarily because of substantial methodological and 
biological heterogeneity between the studies, including differences in animal models (species, genetic 
modifications, diet, housing conditions), exposure characteristics (far- versus near-field, modulation), 
and key experimental parameters (onset, timing and duration of exposure, and type of exposure 
system). Hence, the SR methodology needs refinement to include the evaluation and integration of 
evidence from human, animal, in vitro, and in silico studies when determining whether an 
environmental factor represents a potential health risk. To date, the guidelines have not yet been 
adapted. However, there are proposals on changing the assessments in the “Report on Carcinogens”, 
which is part of the National Toxicology Program. These proposals include incorporating sensitivity 
issues in the risk of bias evaluation. 

The SRs also dealt differently with studies judged to suffer from biases and limitations when it came 
to meta-analyses, which were performed in eleven out of the twelve SRs. A meta-analysis is 
recommended when studies included in a SR address a similar question, use comparable interventions 
and outcomes, and provide sufficient data for meaningful statistical synthesis. However, as stated 
above, a meta-analysis should not be performed when there is substantial heterogeneity in study 
design, populations, or outcomes that cannot be satisfactorily explained, or when methodological 
differences and biases make summary estimates misleading. The quality and number of studies 
included in most of the SRs were limited, and the way in which biased studies were handled may have 
influenced the overall conclusions. This issue must be given due consideration in the forthcoming 
evaluation of the health implications for humans, which will be informed by the systematic collection 
and assessment of the current body of literature by these SRs.  

BERENIS's overall evaluation of the extant evidence, as presented and analysed in the SRs, is that it is 
insufficient and too ambivalent to draw firm conclusions about human health impacts of RF-EMF. This 
is partly due to the SR methodology employed, which has been designed for clinical studies to assess 
the advantage of a new treatment. Conversely, although high-confidence findings in the SRs of human 
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observational studies are lacking, there is hardly any indication for substantial health impacts by RF-
EMF exposure in healthy individuals, suggesting that the regulatory measures offer a precautionary 
level of protection.  

Are there more vulnerable people? 

The current scientific data available does not allow for the drawing conclusions about the existence of 
more sensitive and vulnerable individuals when compared to the general population. To date, the 
analysis of observational and experimental data from electromagnetic hypersensitive and multiple 
sclerosis patients did not advance our understanding (Bosch-Capblanch et al., 2024, Röösli et al., 2024). 
Observational studies generally include data from the entire population. It is therefore unlikely that a 
small, highly vulnerable subpopulation would have a significant impact on the overall public health, 
especially if the genetic, physiological or disease-based predispositions are not identified. Vice versa, 
an effect in this subpopulation may have been masked, using this study design. SRs on observational 
human studies did predominantly not allow for stratification by vulnerability or demography (Karipidis 
et al., 2024, Kenny et al., 2024, Karipidis et al., 2025), while the SR on cognition included predominantly 
studies on children and only one study on elderly people (Benke et al., 2024). Similarly, human 
experimental studies on cognition mostly assessed children and adolescents, who are widely regarded 
as more vulnerable. Notably, only a single study on elderly people has been described (Pophof et al., 
2024). Thus, it is challenging to draw conclusions about the vulnerability of subgroups, and there is a 
particular lack of data for older individuals. It is important to note that the insights derived from human 
experimental studies often lack generalisability, as these studies typically involve healthy and young 
volunteers. 

In toxicology, developing organisms, such as foetuses and children, are recognised as being particularly 
vulnerable. In this context, the assessment of birth outcomes in human observational (Johnson et al., 
2024) and experimental animal (Cordelli et al., 2023) studies is meaningful. A number of studies have 
been conducted on the effects of RF-EMF exposure on the general public and in the occupational 
settings. These studies have not identified any impact on foetal development, birth weight or 
premature birth. In contrast, there is evidence with moderate confidence for a reduced birth weight 
in laboratory mammals and with low confidence for an impact on the development of embryos and 
the neural system of the offspring. Yet, it remains unclear whether the RF-EMF exposure directly 
affects foetal development or acts indirectly through maternal changes. At this time, the possibility 
cannot be discounted that RF-EMF exposure has an impact on foetuses. Consequently, pregnant 
females and their unborn offspring should be considered a potentially vulnerable group.  

Knowledge gaps and directions of future research 

The authors of each SR provided commentary on the implications of their results and conclusions for 
future research. Overall, there was a common demand that more research is needed, especially studies 
of higher quality. BERENIS concurs with these statements, which concern not only the health topics 
addressed in these WHO-SRs but are generally observed in the body of literature on EMF-related 
research, being a main cause for the existing uncertainties. Although this series of SRs supports the 
evaluation of potential human health impacts on cancer, reproduction, cognition and well-being, many 
health topics remain insufficiently explored and require further research on both the experimental 
level and evidence evaluation by SRs. For instance, there is some, but hardly compelling evidence, for 
effects on the cardiovascular and immune system as well as for influences on the metabolism and 
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neurodegenerative processes. However, there is a need for adaption and refinement of the approach 
for future SRs on health-related EMF effects. This is crucial for the meaningful assessments of potential 
environmental health impacts, especially when including cell and animal studies but also human 
studies lacking homogeneity. The combination of data in a meta-analysis without consideration of 
homogeneity is questionable; nevertheless, this practice has been adopted by most of SRs, despite the 
possibility of a narrative synthesis approach in accordance with the OHAT SR methodology. It is evident 
that SRs serve as a potent instrument for evaluating the body of evidence. Yet, it is essential to 
recognize the fundamental principles and the knowledge of toxicology, which remain highly relevant 
and should not be overlooked. 

BERENIS emphasised that for the majority of research and health topics, there is a necessity for well-
conducted mechanistic investigations to facilitate a more profound comprehension of the impact of 
RF-EMF exposure on the molecular level. This is ultimately required to achieve a comprehensive 
understanding of the potential impact on human health. This also holds true for the health topic 
“cancer”, for which the conclusions of the WHO-SRs differ between human observational and animal 
studies (Karipidis et al., 2024, Karipidis et al., 2025, Mevissen et al., 2025). This discrepancy 
necessitates heightened scrutiny and further research to elucidate the underlying implications. 
However, in order to advance our understanding, it is essential that these investigations are conducted 
in a way that minimises study limitations and biases, thus avoiding further uncertainties and concerns 
as raised in the WHO-SRs. Apart from mechanistic and toxicological investigations that address both 
thermal and non-thermal influences, as well as current and forthcoming technologies, the health 
impacts of RF-EMF exposure need to be continuously monitored by observational studies on cancer 
but also other health topics. The primary focus should be on the conduct of prospective studies of 
long-term exposure of the general public, as well as the working population. These studies should 
involve improved exposure assessments, as recommended in several SRs (Johnson et al., 2024, 
Karipidis et al., 2024, Kenny et al., 2024, Röösli et al., 2024, Karipidis et al., 2025).  

BERENIS recommendations for precautionary and regulatory measures 

As previously stated in special newsletters, BERENIS underpins the importance of the precautionary 
principle, as specified in Switzerland by the “installation limit value” for emissions from stationary 
transmitters (e.g., mobile phone base stations and radio transmitters) in the Ordinance on Protection 
against Non-Ionising Radiation (NISV). Despite the tremendous effort expended on the WHO-
commissioned SRs, it remains impossible to draw definitive conclusions on potential health effects of 
RF-EMF exposure. For a considerable proportion of the assessed endpoints, the confidence in the 
supporting evidence was mainly categorised as low or very low. This conclusion was drawn in particular 
for health impacts investigated by the SR on human experimental and observational studies. The 
authors posit that the prevailing low confidence in the accumulated scientific evidence is attributable 
to a combination of different factors. These include the paucity and/or inconsistency of findings, as 
well as the lack of reliable studies with few limitations and potential risk of biases. This notion is in line 
with the evaluations and judgement set out by BERENIS, overseeing the scientific literature of the last 
decade. Consequently, within the established regulatory limits, it proved impossible to definitively 
ascertain putative health impacts of RF-EMF exposure with high confidence. Nevertheless, a 
systematic collection and evaluation of the body of literature is an important step towards the health 
risk assessment of RF-EMF. It is evident that the multitude of biological and experimental disparities 
appears to be incongruent with the methodological constraints of the highly standardised SR approach, 
which has been designed for evaluation of clinical studies. It is a common occurrence, particularly in 
the context of experimental studies, that meta-analyses exhibit a paucity of biological or statistical 
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rationale. A wide variety of factors are combined including, but not limited to, the combination of 
different animal species, different strains, different sexes, different experimental models, studies 
targeting specific organs or cells with toxicity studies, different exposures such as pulsed with 
continuous fields, different frequencies, intensities and exposure duration, different study length and 
endpoints, different statistical analysis methods, and many more. In addition, experimental groups 
within studies were treated as independent when in fact there is a dependency based on a common 
control group, violating a fundamental assumption of the meta-analysis methods.  

In respect to precautionary and regulatory measures, it also important to note that the WHO-SRs only 
cover a selection of previously proposed potential biological effects regarding health impacts. In 
addition, pooled analyses of a broad frequency range were performed in some instances, especially 
when occupational exposure was involved. However, the included data is dominated by RF-EMF 
exposure in the frequency range of 0.8-2.5 GHz, which is related to older mobile communication 
standards. Whether the conclusions of the SRs are extendable on the forthcoming higher frequency 
bands of future mobile communication standards remains speculative and poorly explored (see 
BERENIS special NL, May 2025). There is also a knowledge gap when it comes to potential combinatory 
effects with other environmental factors as well as genetic or physiological pre-conditions, which may 
not be readily discernible in observational and experimental studies. Despite the absence of a 
definitive mechanistic concept for RF-EMF impact, the potential for this to be a contributing factor 
within a vulnerability-stress model is conceivable. This model delineates the manner in which genetic, 
biological, and environmental factors interact and influence the risk and extent of stress reactions. The 
ability to cope with stress is determined by a combination of innate and acquired vulnerabilities, in 
addition to further stressful events. Consequently, in certain individuals, the most trivial overload or 
negligible pressure to perform can induce symptoms, while in others, it remains asymptomatic. 

It is worthy to note that the authors of the WHO-commissioned SRs were encouraged to discuss the 
implications of their findings for practice and policy. It has been asserted by some authors that there 
is no need to adjust the regulatory guidelines, on the grounds that the evidence is too uncertain for 
informed decisions to be made at the regulatory level. Furthermore, the limitations of translating the 
findings from animal and cell studies to humans were emphasised. Overall, BERENIS can relate to these 
appraisals and recommends the consequent application of the precautionary principle and current 
guidelines.  
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From: Martin Gledhill
To: Jo Dones; Tim Hopley
Subject: Public Health data limitations
Date: Friday, 9 January 2026 2:40:14 pm
Attachments: Newsletter BERENIS Special Issue - December 2025.pdf

Hi Jo, Tim

Happy New Year, hope you both had a good break.

I have been having one of my periodic trawls through the EMF research in preparation for the next interagency
meeting, and have had a look at a recent Swiss commentary on the WHO systematic reviews of the RF literature
that have been published over the past couple of years and will form the basis for the WHO review of the RF
research.  

The Swiss commentary was prepared by "BERENIS", a consultative group of Swiss experts from various
disciplines with scientific competence regarding electromagnetic fields nominated by the Swiss Federal Office
for the Environment.  I have attached the commentary and you will see that it highlights the poor quality of
much of the research data (a factor noted by the authors of the systematic reviews - and many others.)  They
say:

"BERENIS's overall evaluation of the extant evidence, as presented and analysed in the SRs, is that it is
insufficient and too ambivalent to draw firm conclusions about human health impacts of RF-EMF. This is partly
due to the SR methodology employed, which has been designed for clinical studies to assess the advantage of a
new treatment. Conversely, although high-confidence findings in the SRs of human observational studies are
lacking, there is hardly any indication for substantial health impacts by RF-EMF exposure in healthy
individuals, suggesting that the regulatory measures offer a precautionary level of protection."

Elsewhere they say: 

"While the overall SR project demonstrated scientific quality and transparency, the limitations of the existing
primary studies meant that the certainty of evidence for many key outcomes remained low or very low. The
methodological quality and completeness of available data generally did not permit firm conclusions regarding
the health impacts of RF-EMF exposure across most investigated endpoints. All twelve SRs reported constraints
related to either an insufficient number of studies or methodological weaknesses in existing research, both of
which limit the strength of the conclusions that can be drawn. BERENIS concurs with the authors’ observations
that the frequent methodological limitations documented for the included studies, often involving failures across
two or more quality criteria, challenge the certainty of the assessment and the formulation of firm conclusions
regarding the potential health effects of RF-EMF exposure. Consequently, despite the existence of numerous
studies on RF-EMF effects, many of them are found to be lacking scientific rigour. Such limitations are not only
confined to the body of literature assessed in these SRs, but are a pervasive issue in research, particularly in the
field of EMF-related topics ..."

I don't think that there is anything new here, BERENIS are not the first people to make these types of
observations (but I do find it depressing that after more than 40 years of research in this area people have still
not managed to get it right.  On the other hand, I think that some of the BERENIS comments are a little
exaggerated.).  However, I think we also have to note their comment that techniques developed for the
evaluation of well controlled clinical trials may not be the most appropriate for evaluating environmental
agents, but at the moment they are all we have.

I think that it always helps to have a bit of context when reading this kind of stuff, so you can understand
whether EMF research is unique in this respect or whether other areas of environmental health suffer similar
limitations in the quality of the data available, but nevertheless we still have to make a call on what sort of
controls might be necessary to protect public health.  For that reason I was wondering whether one or other of
you, or maybe someone else, might be able to give a brief presentation at the February Interagency meeting to
provide that context of the wider field of public health.  Do you think that would be possible?

Thanks

Martin



-- 
Martin Gledhill
EMF Services
P O Box 17
Clyde 9341

Tel: 
Email: xxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxx.xx.xx
www.emfservices.co.nz
EMF Services is a division of Monitoring and Advisory Services NZ Ltd
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From: VAN DEVENTER, Tahera Emilie
To: Tim Hopley
Subject: RE: [EXT] EMF project update
Date: Monday, 2 February 2026 7:10:02 pm
Attachments: image001.png

Dear Tim,
 
Thanks for reaching out. I would be pleased to have a call with you next week. I am based
at WHO headquarters (Geneva, Switzerland), which is 12 hours behind NZ time. Would a
8:30am slot (NZ time) anytime next week work for you?
 
Kind regards,
Emilie
 

Dr VAN DEVENTER Emilie
Unit Head (Chemicals, Radiation and Health)

Department of Environment, Climate Change, One Health and Migration
Division of Health Promotion, Disease Prevention & Care
 
World Health Organization

 
 
 

 
 

HQ/PPC/ECO/CRH
Geneva
Switzerland
 

Office: 

 
From: Tim Hopley <xxx.xxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxxx.xx> 
Sent: Monday, February 2, 2026 5:15 AM
To: VAN DEVENTER, Tahera Emilie <xxxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxx>
Subject: [EXT] EMF project update

 
Hello Emilie,
 
I hope you are well?
 
Martin Gledhill reached out and suggested we have a catchup regarding the EMF project.
My time is limited this week as I’m taking some leave. But would you have some time
available next week for a catchup? I’m not to sure where you are based but I’m happy to
hop online in the evening or early morning NZ time to accommodate the time difference.  
 
Look forward to hearing from you.
 
Noho ora mai
 
Tim Hopley
Ngāti Kahungunu
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Manager – Environmental Health
National Public Health Service, Health New Zealand - Te Whatu Ora
waea pūkoro:  | īmēra: xxx.xxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxxx.xx
 

 
Health New Zealand | Te Whatu Ora
 
 

 
Statement of confidentiality: This email message and any accompanying
attachments may contain information that is IN-CONFIDENCE and subject to legal
privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, use, disseminate,
distribute or copy this message or attachments. If you have received this message in
error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this message
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From: Martin Gledhill
To: Richard Jaine (MoH)
Cc: Chris Procter (MoH); Tim Hopley; Jo Dones
Subject: Re: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that Bluetooth causes autism

Correspondence CRM:0001068
Date: Tuesday, 10 March 2026 9:58:37 am
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
ESR review of Cherry on RF MoH cover letter.pdf
ESR review of Cherry on RF.pdf

Hi Richard

I have had a quick look at the paper and while the details of biology are well outside my expertise I note a
couple of things:

1) There is barely a passing reference to how the RF exposure was achieved and nothing on what the actual RF
exposure was - just a single diagram in the supplementarymaterial which is not informative.  Poor dosimetry is
one of the main weaknesses in much RF/health effects research, and without knowing what the exposure was it
is impossible for anyone to try and replicate findings (important feature of any science - it should be replicable)
and we have no idea whether the exposure could have heated the cells under test, which could have induced its
own effects.

2) At the end of the paper there is quite a list of "notable" (their word) study limitations that mean you cannot
extrapolate from this study on isolated cells to what might happen in the real world.

I see that the email to Minister Docey mentions Neil Cherry's criticism of ICNIRP (dating from 1999 or early
2000) - attached is a review commissioned by the Ministry of Neil Cherry's critique.  The review concludes that
Dr Cherry's critique should not be afforded any weight in determining the shape of NZ Guidelines for siting RF
transmitters.

We can include this paper in the material presented to the next Interagency meeting.  

Martin

On Mon, 9 Mar 2026 at 12:58, Richard Jaine <xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx> wrote:

Kia ora,

 

Original correspondence and another attachment that was sent is attached. I hope that helps.

 

Cheers,

Richard

 

From: Martin Gledhill <xxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxx.xx.xx > 
Sent: Monday, 9 March 2026 12:47 pm
To: Richard Jaine <xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Chris Procter <xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >; Tim Hopley
<xxx.xxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxxx.xx >; Jo Dones <xx.xxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: Re: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068



 

Hi Richard

 

No, I can't access the link, are you able to send me the correspondence?

 

Thanks

 

Martin

 

On Mon, 9 Mar 2026 at 11:38, Richard Jaine <xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx> wrote:

Kia ora koutou,

 

Thanks for sending this through, Chris. You’ve ended up at the right place. The Ministry
(PHA) convenes the Interagency Committee on the Health Effects of Non-ionising Fields
(where I am currently chair), while HNZ (the Environmental Health team) provide
secretariat support for the committee and technical advice. During my time on the
committee, we have not had the public attend meetings, but we do have a consumer
representative on the committee.

 

I have cc’ed in my HNZ colleagues for their comment.

@Tim Hopley, @Jo Dones and @Martin Gledhill – here is the link to the original
correspondence. Please let me know if you can’t access it.

Case Type: Correspondence
Case Number: H2026078866
Case Title: Claims that Bluetooth causes autism
Advisor: Chris Procter
External Reference Number: MDC-MH3572
Case Link
Case Sharepoint Link

The corresponder provides a link to this article: CELREP116238_grabs 1..1 with a request
that it is taken to the committee, and they also request attendance at the committee meeting.

 

An initial proposed response could be along the lines of:

Thanks for your letter
We will consider the article at the next committee meeting
We do not have members of the public attend the committee meeting, but we do have



a variety of stakeholders on the committee, including a consumer representative
Further info and discussion regarding ICNIRP and standards can be found here
https://www.health.govt.nz/publications/interagency-committee-on-the-health-
effects-of-non-ionising-fields-report-to-ministers-2022

 

Happy to hear others’ thoughts.

 

Ngā mihi,

Richard

 

From: Chris Procter <xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Friday, 6 March 2026 11:33 am
To: Richard Jaine <xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: FW: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Kia ora Richard

 

The Ministry has received a DREP regarding concerns that bluetooth causes
autism. We are having a bit of trouble finding a lead for the response. Sally Gilbert
chaired the last interagency committee on health effects of non-ionising fields.
However, Sally is no longer at HNZ or the Ministry. It appears you chaired the
meeting the previous year (2024).

 

Are you able to provide a steer as to where this might sit and any direction such as
does the committee have a position on this and do they engage with the public?

 

Note: Health NZ, Clinical SPG and Regulatory Services have already advised that this
correspondence doesn’t belong to them.

 

Ngā mihi

 

Chris Procter (she/her)

Senior Advisor



Government Services

Corporate Services | Te Pou Tiaki

xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx

Ministry of Health, 133 Molesworth Street Thorndon, Wellington 6011

 

 

 

 

From: Ian Town <xxx.xxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Friday, 6 March 2026 11:17 am
To: SPG Office of the DDG <xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Chris Procter <xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: RE: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Hi Bridget – can you give Sally Gilbert a call (she is the contact for the Committee –
and see what she thinks – does the committee have a position on this and do they
engage with the public. If not we can do a short reply

 

Ian

 

From: Bridget Murphy <xxxxxxx.xxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > On Behalf Of SPG Office of the
DDG
Sent: Friday, 6 March 2026 10:29 am
To: Ian Town <xxx.xxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: SPG Office of the DDG <xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >; Chris Procter
<xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: FW: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Kia ora Ian

 



We have received a DREP for your team. Please review the correspondence in the below
SharePoint link and confirm your team can lead. Clinical leads believe MoH had an
evidence group that looked at the science behind these things and that it therefore may sit
with you.

 

The following have already advised that this correspondence doesn’t belong to them: Health
NZ, Clinical SPG, Regulatory Services.

 

Case Sharepoint Link

Due: 17 March

 

Please work with your EA to confirm internal sign out times. You can find sign out
guidance here.

 

Nāku noa, nā

Bridget Murphy

 

From: Chris Procter <xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Friday, 6 March 2026 9:35 am
To: SPG Office of the DDG <xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: FW: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Hi SPG

 

HNZ have come back and advised their clinical team think this should sit with us.
Are you able to please re-test with Ian Town’s team?

 

Clinical leads believe MoH had an evidence group that looked at the science
behind these things- Professor Ian Town?

 

Ngā mihi

 



Chris Procter (she/her)

Senior Advisor

Government Services

Corporate Services | Te Pou Tiaki

xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx

Ministry of Health, 133 Molesworth Street Thorndon, Wellington 6011

 

 

 

 

From: Chris Procter 
Sent: Friday, 20 February 2026 10:23 am
To: SPG Office of the DDG <xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: RE: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Thanks for testing this one, Chanel.

 

Given it already has gone through RS who confirmed Andreas’ area is for ionising
radiation, I will query transfer with HNZ.

 

Have a great rest of your Friday! 

 

Ngā mihi

 

Chris Procter (she/her)

Advisor

Government Services

Corporate Services | Te Pou Tiaki



xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx

Ministry of Health, 133 Molesworth Street Thorndon, Wellington 6011

 

 

 

 

From: Sarah Key <xxxxx.xxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Friday, 20 February 2026 10:16 am
To: SPG Office of the DDG <xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Chris Procter <xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: RE: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Kia ora Chanel

 

I’ve done a search on Pātengi and believe this would best sit with Health NZ as it looks like
Health NZ may chair the Interagency Committee on the Health Effects of Non-Ionising
Fields (see relevant email linked below). Alternatively, I suggest contacting Andreas
Markwitz, Director of Radiation Safety – who may be able to direct you to the appropriate
part of MOH or HNZ.

 

 

Ngā mihi
Sarah

 

Out of scope



From: Chanel Williams <xxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > On Behalf Of SPG Office of the
DDG
Sent: Thursday, 19 February 2026 5:37 pm
To: Sarah Key <xxxxx.xxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Chris Procter <xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >; SPG Office of the DDG
<xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: RE: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Kia ora Sarah,

 

Can you please review this request and provide some feedback on whether this is something
your team can provide input or a steer?

 

Thank you very much!

Chanel

 

From: Victoria Manning <xxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Thursday, 19 February 2026 5:19 pm
To: SPG Office of the DDG <xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Chanel Williams <xxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >; Chris Procter
<xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: Re: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Kia ora 

 

This requestor is asking to be invited to be a member of the "Interagency Committee
on the Health Effects of Non-ionising Fields". This Committee reports to our DG and
so I'd expect there's a team in the Ministry that looks after this Committee and I'm
sorry that's not my team and I don't know where to refer you to. Perhaps try the
Clinical team?

 

Victoria

 



From: Chanel Williams <xxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > On Behalf Of SPG Office of the
DDG
Sent: Wednesday, 18 February 2026 3:51 pm
To: Victoria Manning <xxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: SPG Office of the DDG <xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >; Chris Procter
<xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that Bluetooth
causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068
Importance: High

 

Kia ora Victoria,

 

Can you please review this correspondence request regarding the effects of bluetooth on
Autism and confirm if your team has any input regarding Neurodiversity?

If you can please confirm as soon as you can so that we can give some time to scope with
HNZ.

 

Ngā mihi,

Chanel

 

From: Chris Procter <xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Wednesday, 18 February 2026 3:15 pm
To: SPG Office of the DDG <xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: FW: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Hi team

 

Before I test with HNZ, is there anything here for SPG regarding the neurodivergent
aspects?

Case Type: Correspondence
Case Number: H2026078866
Case Title: Claims that Bluetooth causes autism
Advisor: Chris Procter
External Reference Number: MDC-MH3572
Case Link
Case Sharepoint Link



 

Ngā mihi

 

Chris Procter (she/her)

Advisor

Government Services

Corporate Services | Te Pou Tiaki

xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx

Ministry of Health, 133 Molesworth Street Thorndon, Wellington 6011

 

 

 

 

From: ODDG Regulatory Services <xxxx.xx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Wednesday, 18 February 2026 1:50 pm
To: GSWT Service Account - Prod <xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Chris Procter <xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: RE: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that
Bluetooth causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

Kia ora Chris

 

There is nothing in here that RS can respond to. Non-ionising radiation is not something we
regulate, HNZ looks after that. Other parts of the Ministry might have views on the
neurodivergent aspect, but not us.

 

Thanks

 

 



From: GSWT Service Account - Prod <xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Wednesday, 18 February 2026 12:35 pm
To: ODDG Regulatory Services <xxxx.xx@xxxxxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: Case commissioned - Waiting for Acceptance - H2026078866 Claims that Bluetooth
causes autism Correspondence CRM:0001068

 

A case for commissioning is now ready for your review

Case Type: Correspondence
Case Number: H2026078866
Case Title: Claims that Bluetooth causes autism
Advisor: Chris Procter
External Reference Number: MDC-MH3572
Case Link
Case Sharepoint Link

Commissioning Comments: Kia ora, please see linked the draft DREP regarding
concerns that bluetooth causes autism for RS input. This is due back to the writer by
17 March. If there are any issues with this deadline, please do let me know.

*********************************************************************
*******
Statement of confidentiality: This e-mail message and any accompanying
attachments may contain information that is IN-CONFIDENCE and subject to
legal privilege.
If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, use, disseminate,
distribute or copy this message or attachments.
If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender
immediately and delete this message.
*********************************************************************
*******

--

Martin Gledhill

EMF Services

P O Box 17

Clyde 9341

 

Tel: 

Email: xxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxx.xx.xx

www.emfservices.co.nz
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***********************************************************************
*****

-- 
Martin Gledhill
EMF Services
P O Box 17
Clyde 9341

Tel: 
Email: xxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxx.xx.xx
www.emfservices.co.nz
EMF Services is a division of Monitoring and Advisory Services NZ Ltd
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From: VAN DEVENTER, Tahera Emilie
Cc: VAN DEVENTER, Tahera Emilie; LOVELL, Samantha
Subject: WHO 2026 IAC meeting - 9-11 June - PLEASE REGISTER
Date: Saturday, 4 April 2026 6:26:14 am

*** 2026 International Advisory Committee (IAC) Meeting on Non-Ionizing Radiation- 9-
11 June 2026 – Geneva, Switzerland ***
 

Dear IAC representatives,
 
We are pleased to confirm that the 2026 International Advisory Committee (IAC) Meeting
will take place 9–11 June 2026 at WHO Headquarters in Geneva, marking the 30th
anniversary of the International EMF Project and the 15th annual meeting of the
INTERSUN Programme. We very much look forward to celebrating these important
milestones together.
 
The programme will cover EMF on 9 June, cross‑cutting NIR topics on 10 June, and
optical radiation on 11 June.
If there are topics which you would like us to include, please let us know as soon as
possible. A draft agenda will be available by 9 May.
Member States wishing to make a short 5‑minute / 5‑slide “open‑mike” presentation are
kindly invited to inform us.
 
In‑person participation is strongly encouraged, ideally with at least one representative
per country, as this enables full engagement in discussions and break‑out sessions. An
online option will be available for those unable to travel, but please note that remote
participants will not be able to join break‑out group work.
 
All expenses related to participation are expected to be covered by your respective
organizations. If you require a formal invitation letter, please let us know.
 
We kindly ask you to register using this survey form by 24 April, indicating whether you will
attend in person, online, or not be available. These responses will also help us update
the distribution list and send on‑site registration or Zoom details, as appropriate.
 
National reports (maximum 2 pages per topic) on EMF and/or optical radiation are
requested by 29 May.
These reports should briefly address:

(i)      research activities related to EMF/optical radiation and health,
(ii)     new relevant legislation or policies, and
(iii)   any recent communication activities.

 
All reports will be uploaded to the WHO website under the respective initiatives (EMF and
Optical Radiation) and will contribute to a long‑term public record of national activities,
forming a valuable historical resource.
 
We look forward to welcoming many of you in Geneva this June.



 
Kind regards,
Emilie van Deventer
 

Dr VAN DEVENTER Emilie
Unit Head (Chemicals, Radiation and Health)

 
World Health Organization
HQ/PPC/ECO/CRH
Geneva
Switzerland
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