
 

Contact Address: 
Chairman Mr. Brian Stein CBE 
Radiation Research Trust 
Chetwode House 
Leicester Road 
Melton Mowbray 
Leicestershire 
LE13 1GA 

Sent via email by: 
Eileen O'Connor 
Director, EM Radiation Research Trust 

To: 
Rt Hon Wes Streeting MP 
Secretary of State for Health and Social Care 

Rt Hon Liz Kendall MP 
Secretary of State for Science, Innovation and Technology 

Email: wes.streeting.mp@parliament.uk  
liz.kendall.mp@parliament.uk 

Date: 30th January 2026 
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Dear Secretaries of State, 

 The EM Radiation Research Trust, a UK public health charity dedicated to the 
independent assessment of non-ionising radiation, namely radiofrequency 
electromagnetic fields (RF EMF), and their biological effects, wishes to draw your 
attention to serious concerns highlighted by recent investigative reporting in the US 
journal Microwave News. This reporting concerns recent publications by the World 
Health Organization (WHO) and the International Commission on Non-Ionizing 
Radiation Protection (ICNIRP). 

The Microwave News coverage includes the article They Kept Telling Us What To Do: A 
Rare Look Behind the RF Curtain at WHO (28 January 2026) and the report on ICNIRP 
bias and conflicts of interest, WHO Gets an ‘F’ on RF: ICBE-EMF Health Reviews 



Suffer from Faulty Analysis & ICNIRP Bias. These reports reveal significant issues 
regarding the integrity, independence, and transparency of WHO-commissioned 
reviews on radiofrequency radiation. 

Professor Meike Mevissen, a University of Bern toxicologist commissioned by the WHO 
to lead a systematic review on RF EMF and cancer in experimental animals, has 
reported repeated attempts by WHO officials to direct her team’s work. She notes 
pressure to conduct a meta-analysis that her team judged scientifically inappropriate, 
as well as efforts to control which studies were considered. Critically, the editor of the 
journal publishing these reviews was reportedly involved in influencing the process. 

Despite these attempts at interference, Professor Mevissen carried out her review with 
scientific integrity, rigorously including high-quality, gold-standard studies. Her review 
was the only one of twelve WHO-commissioned studies to identify evidence that RF 
EMF exposure increases cancer incidence, highlighting risks that other reviews failed to 
acknowledge. 

It is deeply troubling that scientific independence was undermined in this way. If such 
interference was possible in a single review, it raises serious questions about how 
many other WHO-commissioned reviews may have been similarly 
compromised. The International Commission on the Biological Effects of 
Electromagnetic Fields (ICBE-EMF) has highlighted that the WHO review process 
reflects only ICNIRP-aligned perspectives. Influential figures, including Professor John 
Frank of the University of Edinburgh, have publicly noted biases and methodological 
flaws in the WHO review. He stated, “The WHO review failed to follow widely-used 
scientific guidance for meta-analysis reviews.” 

We ask how the public can reasonably be expected to trust guidance from an 
organisation whose processes have repeatedly failed to ensure integrity and 
transparency. This pattern of interference, conflicts of interest, and methodological 
manipulation is unacceptable and must be addressed. Continued reliance on 
scientifically flawed work cannot be justified. 

Meanwhile, robust scientific evidence linking RF EMF exposure to cancer in animals has 
been reported by the US National Toxicology Program (NTP) and the Ramazzini Institute 
in Italy. These findings are reinforced by human data, notably the extensive work of 
Professor Lennart Hardell in Sweden and the study by Philips A, Henshaw DL, Lamburn 
G, and O’Carroll MJ on brain tumours in England. Together, these studies show a 
significant increase in glioblastoma multiforme (the deadliest form of brain tumour), yet 
these findings are largely ignored or downplayed by WHO and ICNIRP.  

The WHO EMF programme and ICNIRP have both been heavily criticised for conflicts of 
interest, including influence by industry-aligned actors. Their guidance cannot be 
relied upon for public health protection. Our charity has repeatedly documented 
these issues in collaboration with other global health advocates, including through the 
publication of 15 Historic Reasons for Concern, Science Spin, and The Truth About 



Interphone, which highlight longstanding scientific and regulatory failings in RF risk 
assessment.  

In light of these concerns, we respectfully request that the Government consider the 
following: 

• Whether the UK Government has reviewed or will review the integrity, 
independence, and transparency of the WHO radiofrequency Environmental 
Health Criteria process. 

• Whether UK agencies will continue to rely on WHO radiofrequency conclusions 
in light of documented concerns regarding interference with commissioned 
scientific reviews. 

• Whether the Government will support or commission 
an independent assessment of the evidence on radiofrequency radiation and 
cancer, including animal studies, separate from WHO and ICNIRP-aligned 
processes. 

Public confidence in health protection standards depends on transparent, 
independent, and scientifically robust assessments. Continued reliance on outdated 
science focused solely on thermal effects, in alignment with compromised WHO 
guidance, risks public mistrust and undermines the credibility of UK public health 
protection. These issues require urgent attention and decisive action. 

We would be grateful for acknowledgement of this letter and a response outlining the 
Government’s position on these matters. 

Yours sincerely, 

Eileen O’Connor 
Director 
EM Radiation Research Trust 
www.radiationresearch.org 

Brian Stein CBE 
Chairman 
EM Radiation Research Trust 
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Key EMF Research Resources: 

• BioInitiative Report – 4,000+ studies: bioinitiative.org 

• Powerwatch – 1,600+ ELF/EMF studies: powerwatch.org.uk 

• EMF-Portal – 48,631 publications: emf-portal.org 

• Safer EMR – 2,500+ abstracts: saferemr.com 
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