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October 19, 2005

Honorable Mayor Jeff Jacobs, Members of the St. Louis Park City Council, Mr. Clint Peres, Director of Technology & Support Services,
Thank you for the opportunity to attend your study session on Monday, September 26, 2005, at which time you discussed the issue of a citywide deployment of Wireless Internet transmitters, otherwise known as Wi-Fi.

I would particularly like to thank the Council’s acknowledgement of the report I submitted on behalf of individuals within your city who are sensitive to this technology and who are not in favor of its deployment. I also acknowledge your recognition that there are, indeed, some individuals who live and/or work in the city who are sensitive to the effects of low power radio communication frequencies. 

I would also like to note that members of your Council, as well as the firm retained by the Council to prepare a feasibility study, have all expressed confidence in the opinions of various governmental agencies, both here and abroad, that claim that wireless technologies, particularly at low power, are not harmful to the public. These agencies include the Minnesota Department of Health, the Federal Communications Commission and the World Health Organization.

The issue of the relatively low power output of wireless Internet transmitters mounted on light poles compared to the higher, and potentially more harmful, power output of a cell phone held next to your head is understood and has been addressed in my 9/20/05 report. 

I would still like to point out to the members of the Council, however, that, with all due respect, the governmental agencies cited as a resource for consumer safety on this issue have in many cases been repeatedly shown to slant their findings in favor of the position of industry. These agencies do this while ignoring a growing body of evidence worldwide that these technologies, in whatever form they are deployed, are, and continue to be, a significant health risk for the general public. 

In fact, as is pointed out in item number 4 below, the British Health Protection Agency has just come out stating that there is harm from exposure to low level electromagnetic fields. This is a breakthrough because it establishes a precedent in that a governmental agency has reviewed the literature and concluded that this is a legitimate phenomenon, bucking industry pressure. We recommend that US agencies do the same.

One of your Council members asked us at the end of the study session on September 26, 2005 to provide the Council with five articles that clearly spell out our position, so that you can take a clear look at the issue of the possibility that there may exist potential harm from exposure to radio frequencies produced by wireless communications. 

I have provided below a summary of five such articles. I have also provided web links to those articles so that all members of the Council can access them in their entirety so they can be downloaded and read in their entirety.

As you read these five articles, remember one very important point: The citywide deployment of a Wi-Fi system requires that each paid subscriber have a “bridge” wireless router placed within their home, potentially sitting on a desk within two feet of where occupants will spend several hours per day at their computer. This means that the question of exposure to radio frequency fields with this system is not limited to a consideration of harm from exposure to a transmitter located high on a light pole outside the house many feet away. It also involves consideration of harm from exposure to an additional wireless transmitter located within the home of every one of your customers, emitting pulsed digital frequencies 24/7.
[NOTE: Correction, 11/22/05. I was mistaken in my understanding of one point about the technology involved. It was made clear at the Saint Louis Park City Council meeting on 11/21/05 that subscribers to the system who have laptop computers with wireless capability would be able to receive the signal directly from the nearest neighborhood light pole-mounted transmitter. The bridge router is only necessary for those residents who also subscribe to the service and who have a desktop computer that does not have a wireless card installed, or in cases where someone wants to hook up more than one computer to the service using Ethernet cables. This would mean that subscribers who used wireless-enabled laptops would not be exposed to the low level radiation from a desktop bridge router, but they are, of course, being exposed to the wireless output from the laptop computer right in front of them. Those subscribers who do not use laptops would still be exposed to the low level effects of a bridge router in their house, particularly if it was installed on a desk near their computer, where many people do place routers. See below. – Oram Miller]

Consider the following facts:

1. The Minnesota Department of Health bases its recommendations in part on the Federal Communications Commission’s position that exposure to wireless communications at lower, non-thermal levels is safe. Yet the FCC ignored the precautionary recommendations of its own interagency workgroup in coming to its conclusions. It also ignored the recommendations of members of the Radiation Protection Division of the EPA, who stated that, “claims that the FCC guidelines are protective of all possible mechanisms of damage are unjustified.” Read the entire article, entitled “What Americans Need to Know about Radiation (or EMR) from Wireless Communications” by Margaret Meade Glaser of the EMR Network (link given below). The author, who has a Masters in psychology and school psychology, states in her biography, “As a school psychologist, I am particularly concerned with the impact of this proliferating radiation on young children, from exposure to cell phones, cordless phones, neighborhood (or even school property) antennas, wireless internet (WLANs) in classrooms, and an array of other wireless devices.” By this, she means that in her experience researching the effects of wireless devices, she is now concerned that children sitting many feet away from wireless routers are at risk. Read the entire article at http://www.latitudes.org/articles/electrical_sensitivity_articles.html#What%20Americans%20Need

2. The World Health Organization, which the Minnesota Department of Health also references, is not unbiased in its stance that exposure to electromagnetic fields is safe. According to the September 22, 2005 edition of Microwave News (http://www.microwavenews.com), an article entitled, “WHO Welcomes Electric Utility Industry To Key EMF Meeting, Bars the Press” states, “The week of October 3 in Geneva, the World Health Organization (WHO) will set its recommendations for public exposures to power-frequency electromagnetic fields (EMFs). A 20-member task group from 17 countries, assembled by Michael Repacholi, the head of the WHO EMF project, will finalize an Environmental Health Criteria (EHC) document, which is designed to guide the development of standards for extremely low frequency (ELF) EMFs all over the world. It will likely represent WHO’s official position on EMF health risks for years to come. Last month, Repacholi gave eight observers the green light to attend the meeting — all eight either work for electric utilities or have direct and strong ties to the industry. Other than WHO staff, these are the only people on Repacholi’s list of approved observers…Very few other members of the EMF community are aware of the meeting. A spot check, an admittedly unscientific survey, found that staff members at U.S. health agencies knew nothing about it. The single exception said that he had heard about it from colleagues in the electric utility industry. When asked whether Microwave News could sit in as an observer, Repacholi dismissed the idea. ‘The press is not permitted to attend EHC Task Group meetings,’ he told us.” Read the entire article at http://www.microwavenews.com/fromthefield.html#whoehc

3. Also according to the September 25, 2005 edition of Microwave News, an article entitled, “RF (Radio Frequency)-Induced DNA Breaks Reported in China,” reports, “At the 4th International Seminar on EMFs and Biological Effects, held in Kunming China, September 12-16, Zhengping Xu of the Zhejiang University School of Medicine reported that cells exposed to a pulsed 1800 MHz RF radiation at an SAR of 3 W/Kg for 24 hours showed a statistically significant increase in DNA damage. The Mobile Manufacturers Forum (MMF), an industry lobbying group based in Brussels, circulated the news in a September 22 Research Briefing. Xu’s Bioelectromagnetics Laboratory now joins a growing number of other labs that have found RF-induced DNA breaks.” Read the entire article at http://www.microwavenews.com/fromthefield.html#chinadna

4. On September 29, 2005, Dr. Joe Mercola, a Chicago-based MD with a prominent website on health issues (http://www.mercola.com) posted on his online newsletter an article entitled, “Agency Admits EMFs Can Sicken You.” The article states, “For the first time, the British Health Protection Agency (HPA) has acknowledged that nausea, headaches, and muscle pains are potential side effects of the electromagnetic fields of mobile phones and computer screens. Electrosensitivity, a heightened reaction to electrical energy, will be recognized as a physical impairment. The HPA has reviewed all scientific literature on the subject and concluded that it is a real syndrome. It had previously been dismissed as a psychological effect. Many are believed to be affected to some extent by this syndrome. Symptoms can also include dizziness, irregular heartbeat, and loss of memory. Britain will join Sweden in recognizing electrosensitivity as a problem. About 300,000 Swedish men and women are sufferers. Citizens there have received government assistance to retrofit their homes and offices with gas stoves and wall and window coverings designed to reduce exposure to these fields. The acknowledgement may fuel legal action in Britain against mobile phone companies by those who suffer from the problem. There is particular concern about exposure to emissions from large mobile phone transmission stations, which are often located near schools or hospitals.” Read the entire article at http://www.mercola.com/2005/sep/29/agency_admits_emfs_can_sicken_you.htm

5. The Minnesota Department of Health makes the blanket claim in its document entitled, “Cellular Phone Facts,” that “Current scientific research does not provide evidence that radiofrequency fields cause cancer or other athermal effects.” (http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/radiation/moremdh/phone.html) This is in sharp contrast with the findings of researchers overseas. Read an article by Don Maisch of the EMFacts Consultancy entitled, “Children and mobile phone use; Is there a health risk? The case for extra precautions” at http://www.latitudes.org/articles/electrical_sensitivity_articles.html#Children%20and%20Mobile 

The question we raise is can these governmental agencies (with the exception now of the British Health Protection Agency), charged with protecting the public’s health and safety, be fully trusted to remain impartial in the face of pressure from multi-billion dollar industries? Based on their track record, which is little reported in the mainstream media in this country, we believe they cannot.

We prefer to rely on the findings and precautions expressed by independent researchers and clinicians in countries where they can state their concerns more freely. I have presented their findings and concerns to you here.

We highly recommend that you follow the precautionary principle and consider the long-term potential health effects for the citizens of St. Louis Park if this system is deployed. We believe time will show that those cities that have already made this massive deployment will have residents who exhibit a gradual increase in non-specific syndromes of ill health that will one day be linked to electrosensitive illness.

We realize that the direction the St. Louis Park City Council appears to be headed now is to consider recommending a small trial Wireless Internet deployment project to gauge public acceptance so that you are sure that a full scale deployment, if recommended, would be financially viable. We fully understand the magnitude of the tide towards implementing wireless communications for high speed Internet access worldwide and the pressures you are under. 

We do, however, want to be sure that when governmental agencies, such as the FCC and WHO, charged with the responsibility to protect the public in an impartial manner, make recommendations on the safety of untested technologies, that they do so without pressure from an industry heavily invested in the deployment of its technology. This in spite of a growing chorus of researchers and physicians saying that these technologies are harmful. The problem we have is that these agencies, which should be protecting the public, are not, and that they are being relied upon by members of your City Council and by your consultants to reassure you that your citizens will not be harmed. We believe otherwise.

Time will tell what the actual dangers of these technologies will be, just as has happened with cigarette smoking and asbestos use over the decades. We urge you to read the five articles submitted above and take them into careful consideration as you deliberate your final decision.

Thank you for your consideration of this information, and good luck.
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