S\
ICBE-EMF

INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE BIOLOGICAL

EFFECTS OF ELECTROMAGNETIC FIELDS

—

ICBE-EMF

Chair

John W. Frank, MD
University of Edinburgh
United Kingdom

Vice Chair

Paul Héroux, PhD
McGill University
Canada

Senior Advisor

Ronald L. Melnick, PhD
Former U.S. National
Toxicology Program
USA

Managing Director
Elizabeth Kelley, MA
Electromagnetic Safety
Alliance, Inc.

USA

Commissioners:

Igor Belyaev, PhD

Slovak Academy of Sciences
Slovakia

David Carpenter MD, MPA
University at Albany,
New York, U.S.A.

Prof. Suleyman Dasdag, PhD
Istanbul Medeniyet University
Turkey

Alvaro de Salles, PhD
Federal University of Rio
Grande do Sul (UFRGS)
Brazil

Claudio Fernandez Rodriguez,
M.A. Federal Institute of
Education Science and
Technology of Rio Grande do
Sul (IFRS) Brazil

Kavindra Kesari, PhD
Aalto University
Finland

Joel M. Moskowitz, PhD
University of California,
Berkeley, USA

Igor Yakymenko PhD
Department of Public Health at
Kyiv Medical University
Ukraine

The Honorable Ted Cruz

Chairman

Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
United States Senate

Dirksen Senate Office Building, G-50 Washington, D.C. 20510

The Honorable Maria Cantwell

Ranking Member

Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
United States Senate

Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

December 15, 2025

Submitted to All Members of the Senate Committee on Commerce,
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Re: Oversight Hearing of the Federal Communications Commission—
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We write to you as experts of the International Commission on the
Biological Effects of Electromagnetic Fields (ICBE-EMF), an
international consortium of scientists, doctors, and researchers with
extensive expertise and peer-reviewed publications on the biological and
health effects of non-ionizing electromagnetic fields, including the
radiofrequency (RF) radiation emitted by cell towers and 4G/5G
infrastructure.

We have just submitted our scientific comments to the FCC opposing its
“Build America: Eliminating Barriers to Wireless Deployments” NPRM
due to the serious public health and environmental implications, its
disregard for established scientific research, and its erosion of democratic,
community-based decision-making. In our filing, we told the FCC that
cell towers, 5G, and wireless infrastructure should not be fast-tracked as
this will increase public exposure to RF radiation, an environmental
exposure that peer-reviewed scientific research has associated with
numerous health and environmental harms. U.S. limits on allowable
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exposures to RF radiation, unchanged since 1996, are not science-based
and do not protect the public.

We write you to request that you ask the FCC several questions regarding
the FCC’s activities related to cell tower and wireless safety.

As documented by ICBE-EMF, in our paper published in Environmental
Health entitled “Scientific evidence invalidates health assumptions

underlying the FCC and ICNIRP exposure limit determinations for

radiofrequency radiation: implications for 5G,” FCC’s RF radiation

exposure guidelines ignore decades of peer-reviewed research showing
biological harm at levels far below those that cause heating.! The FCC’s
outdated 1996 limits are based on scientifically unsupported assumptions,
focusing only on short-term heating effects while ignoring the extensive
peer-reviewed published scientific evidence of biological harm at lower,
non-heating levels. The FCC’s 1996 limits were derived almost entirely
from short-term behavioral disruption studies in animals, such as heat-
induced changes in behavior and the limits do not account for chronic
exposure or the pulse-modulated signals transmitted by wireless
technologies. Further, despite a federal court order® to explain how its
limits are adequately protective, FCC limits have not been updated based
upon a comprehensive review of the current scientific evidence on
cellular, neurological, reproductive, or carcinogenic effects. Thus, they do
not account for long-term health effects, children's vulnerability,
electromagnetic hypersensitivity, cumulative exposures, or the
documented impacts on wildlife and ecosystems.

A rapidly expanding body of peer-reviewed research demonstrates that RF
radiation from wireless infrastructure, including cellular towers and 5G
small cell towers, can produce harmful effects at levels far below current
FCC limits,*36.789.10.11

Large-scale animal research, including the U.S. National Toxicology
Program (NTP) and Ramazzini Institute studies, both found increased
brain and heart tumors.'>!* Notably, the Ramazzini Institute (RI) used
much lower RF radiation levels as compared to the NTP, with RF levels
that were lower than the FCC limit for cell tower emissions. Further, the
same types of tumors reported in the NTP and RI studies have also been
observed in human studies,'*!* adding significant confidence that the
associations observed in human studies are real.!®!” Studies of people
living near cell towers show increased biomarkers of DNA damage,
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oxidative stress, hormonal disruption, sleep disturbance, neurological
symptoms, and increased cancer rates. %192

The American Academy of Pediatrics has repeatedly urged?! the FCC to
update its outdated wireless radiation regulations to account for children’s
increased vulnerability, noting that the research shows children absorb
higher rates of RF radiation deeper into their more sensitive brains, as
compared to adults.?>** Further, research has also documented that cell
phone radiation exposure can exceed limits when the phone is close to the
body, *** and that Wi-Fi and cell towers can increase children’s exposure
in schools. 26’

Further, the FCC plan puts wildlife at risk. The FCC has not established
guidelines to protect non-human species from RF radiation even though
there is a large and growing body of evidence that demonstrates the
biological effects of RF radiation on animals and plants,232%-3031.32

We caution that the FCC’s proposed changes will come at a serious
cost to public health and the environment, as well as strip state and
local government authority.

In 2021, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals issued a remand order on the
FCC RF radiation emission limits, requiring it to provide a reasoned
explanation for not updating its RF radiation emission limits, which were
last set in 1996, when only a fraction of the cell towers and cell phones
that we have today existed. The order stated that the FCC had failed to
respond to "record evidence that exposure to RF radiation at levels below
the Commission's current limits may cause negative health effects
unrelated to cancer." The Court ordered the FCC to examine the effects of
long-term exposure to humans and the environment, particularly to
children. To date, the FCC has not complied.

The FCC’s reliance on Section 704 of the Telecommunications Act to
preempt local consideration of environmental and health impacts is
unjustified because the Commission has not conducted any meaningful
review of RF radiation effects, nor ensured that any federal agency is
doing so. Without updated safety limits or an up-to-date current scientific
evaluation, how can the FCC continue to claim that health and
environmental impacts may not be considered by local governments when
considering where to place a cell tower? The Commission has failed to
perform the very scientific and environmental oversight that Congress
presumed when enacting Section 704, and it cannot lawfully claim that
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state and local governments are barred from considering impacts the FCC
itself has never reviewed.

There is not a consensus for wireless safety. The International EMF
Scientist Appeal, a petition submitted to the United Nations and signed by
more than 260 scientists who have published over 2,000 papers on EMF,
biology, and health, states that the current wireless RF radiation human

exposure guidelines set by the FCC and other national and international
organizations are based on avoiding heating effects and do not adequately
protect against known health risks that do not involve heat that can cause
long-term health risks.>>** The science is far from settled, and numerous
medical organizations and public health experts recommend reducing
exposure as substantial evidence exists pointing to serious risks.*

The FCC’s proposal effectively treats American communities as test
subjects in an uncontrolled national radiation experiment, one conducted
without consent, without monitoring, and without updated safety limits. If
the Commission proceeds to fast-track cell towers without revising its
outdated 1996 RF radiation exposure limits, it will knowingly promote
densification of industrial wireless transmitters and expose millions to cell
tower RF radiation levels that multiple peer-reviewed studies associate
with increased cancer risk, neurological reproductive harm.

Given the FCC’s continued reliance on outdated 1996 cell tower and
wireless RF radiation exposure limits and the agency’s lack of proper
substantive scientific review in the nearly three decades since, we
respectfully request clear and direct answers to the following oversight
questions.

1. Your RF exposure limits were set in 1996. What specific
scientific review since then has the FCC conducted that justifies
treating those limits as protective for today’s chronic cell tower
radiation exposures?

2. What evidence does the FCC rely upon to conclude its limits
adequately protect children, especially for long-term exposure?

3. In 2021, the D.C Circuit ordered the FCC to provide a reasoned
explanation for not updating its wireless RF limits and to address
scientific evidence of harm below FCC RF limits, including
impacts on children and the environment. What has the FCC done
since that remand, and why has it still not updated the limits?
Provide the timeline and deliverables regarding the FCC’s
response to the court.
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4. The FCC relies on Section 704 of the Telecom Act to preempt
local consideration of health/environmental effects, yet the FCC
has not shown it has conducted any meaningful review of the
health effects of RF radiation. On what basis can the FCC bar
local consideration of impacts the FCC itself has not fully
analyzed?

5. Ina February 6, 2019, Senate Commerce, Science, and
Transportation Committee hearing on 5G, when industry
executives were asked what safety testing has been performed on
5@, wireless industry representatives were asked whether they
have supported research on the safety of 5G technology and
the industry representatives conceded they have not.*® Then
Senator Blumenthal stated, "we're kind of flying blind here" with
respect to the health and safety of 5G.3” What has the FCC, FDA
and federal agencies done during the past 7 years to assure the
Senators and the American public that SG and new technologies

are safe?

6. What safety testing has been done on 5G and new and emerging
technologies to ensure protection for long-term exposures?

7. In light of the increased daily wireless RF radiation exposure to
the population, why isn’t the FCC recommending policies to
monitor and reduce public exposure to RF radiation as many other
countries already have done?

8.  What incentives does the FCC provide to support R and D for
safer technology®® with lower RF emissions?

The public cannot be assured of safety, and Congress cannot exercise its
oversight function, without a clear accounting of the scientific basis for
continued reliance on decades-old limits that predate modern wireless
technologies, chronic exposures, and the ubiquity of RF sources in daily
life. We welcome continued dialogue that could lead to more health
protective solutions.
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Our experts stand ready to meet with you and provide any additional
information or clarification needed to support the fulfillment of the
Committee’s oversight responsibilities.

Respectfully submitted,

John Frank MD
Chairperson, ICBE-EMF

Ronald L. Melnick PhD
Senior Advisor, ICBE-EMF

Elizabeth Kelley, MA
Managing Director, ICBE-EMF
Management@ICBE-EMF.org
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of Notice of

Proposed Rulemaking

Build America: Eliminating Barriers
to Wireless Deployments

WT Docket No. 25-276

N ' '

Comments of
The International Commission
on the Biological Effects of Electromagnetic Fields

The International Commission on the Biological Effects of Electromagnetic Fields (ICBE-

EMF) is challenging the safety of the FCC’s wireless radiation exposure limits and is calling for an
independent evaluation before the FCC moves to fast-track cell towers and wireless infrastructure across
the nation. ICBE-EMF is an international consortium of scientists, doctors, and researchers with
extensive expertise and peer-reviewed publications on the biological and health effects of non-ionizing
electromagnetic fields, including wireless radiation. Wireless radiofrequency (RF) radiation is emitted by
wireless devices, including cell phones, cordless phones, Wi-Fi and Bluetooth-connected electronics, as
well as by wireless network equipment such as 5G/4G wireless facilities and cell towers.

We respectfully oppose the FCC’s proposed rulemaking titled “Build America: Eliminating Barriers to
Wireless Deployments.” The proposal would substantially diminish local and state authority regarding the
placement of cell towers and wireless facilities. We urge the Commission to withdraw this proposal due
to its serious public health and environmental implications, its disregard for established scientific
research, and its erosion of democratic, community-based decision-making.

Cell towers, 5G and wireless infrastructure should not be fast-tracked as this will increase public exposure
to RF radiation, an environmental exposure that decades of scientific research has associated with
numerous health and environmental harms.! U.S. limits on allowable exposures to RF radiation,
unchanged since 1996, are not science-based and do not protect the public. Although there are clear
financial benefits to wireless carriers in terms of increased profitability, we caution that the FCC’s
proposed changes will come at a serious cost to public health and the environment, as well as strip
state and local government authority.
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FCC’s 1996 Cell Tower Radiation Exposure Limits Do Not Protect Public Health or the
Environment

The FCC’s plan to fast-track wireless tower deployment hinges on the assumption that its existing cell
tower RF radiation exposure regulations are sound. However, FCC limits fail to provide adequate
protection for public health or the environment. The outdated 1996 limits are based on scientifically
unsupported assumptions, focusing only on short-term heating effects while ignoring the extensive peer-
reviewed published scientific evidence of biological harm at lower, non-heating levels. The FCC’s 1996
limits were derived almost entirely from short-term behavioral disruption studies in animals, such as
heating-induced changes in behavior and does not account for chronic exposure or the pulse-modulated
signals transmitted by wireless technologies. These limits have not been updated based upon a
comprehensive review of the current scientific evidence on cellular, neurological, reproductive, or
carcinogenic effects.>?

FCC limits do not account for long-term health effects, children's vulnerability, cumulative exposures,
electromagnetic hypersensitivity, or the documented impacts on wildlife and ecosystems.

As documented by ICBE-EMF, in our paper published in Environmental Health entitled “Scientific
evidence invalidates health assumptions underlying the FCC and ICNIRP exposure limit determinations
for radiofrequency radiation: implications for 5G,” FCC’s radiofrequency radiation exposure guidelines

ignore decades of peer-reviewed research showing biological harm at levels far below those that cause
heating. Our paper detailed the scientific evidence and erroneous assumptions that underpin FCC and
ICNIRP exposure limits for wireless RF radiation, as detailed in the graphic below. Thus, the FCC’s
exposure limits do not adequately protect workers, children, people with electromagnetic hypersensitivity,
and the public from cell tower radiation.
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A) Effects of RF radiation at exposures below the putative D) Individual variations in exposure and sensitivity to RF-
threshold SAR of 4 Wikg EMF

Assumption 1) There is a threshold exposure for any
adverse health effect caused by RF radiation: in the
frequency range of 100 kHz to 6 GHz it is a whole-body
exposure that exceeds an SAR of 4 Wikg, Any biological
effect of RF radiation above the threshold exposure is due to
tissue heating,

Assumption 2) RF radiation 15 incapable of causing DNA
damage other than by heating; there is no mechanism for
non-thermal DNA damage.

Assumption ¥) Two to seven exposures to RF radiation for
up to one hour duration are sufficient to exclude adverse
effects for any duration of exposure including chronic
exposures.

Assumption 4) No additional effects would occur from RF
radiation with co-exposure to other environmental agents.

B) Factors affecting dosimetry

Assumption §) Health effects are dependent only on the
SAR value; carrier wave modulations, frequency, or pulsing
do not matter except as they influence the SAR.

C) Human brain cancer risk

Assumption 6) The multiple human studies that find

Assamption T) There are no differences among individuals,
including children, in the absorption of RF-EMF and
susceptibility to this radiation.

Assumption 8) There are no differences among individuals
in their sensitivity to RF radiation-induced health effects.

E} Applied safety factors for EMF-RF workers and the
general population

Assumption 9 A 50-fold safety factor for whole body
exposure to RF radiation is adequate for protecting the
general population to any health risks from RF radiation,

Assumption 100 & 10-fold safety factor for whole body
exposure to RF radiation is adequate for protecting workers
to any health risks from RF radiation.

Assumption 11) Exposure of anv gram of cube-shaped
tissue up to 16 Wikg, or 10 grams of cube-shaped tissue up
to 2 Wike, (duration not specified) will not increase the risk
of that tissue to any toxic or carcinogenic effects in the
general population.

Assumption 12) Exposure of any gram of cube-shaped
tissue up to & Wkg, or 10 grams of cube-shaped tissue up to
10 Wikg, (duration not specified) will not increase the nisk of

associations between exposure to cell phone RF radiation that tissue to any toxic or carcinogenic effects in workers,
and increases in brain cancer risk are flawed because of
biases in the published case-control studies, and because
brain cancer rates have remained steady since the time that
use of wireless communication devices became widespread.

F) Environmental exposure to RF radiation

Assumption 13) There is no concern for environmental
effects of RF radiation or for effects on wildlife or household
pets.

G) 5G (5" generation wireless)

Assumption 14) No health effects data are needed for
exposures to 30, safety is assumed because penetration is
limited to the skin (“minimal body penctration™).

Growing Scientific Evidence Reports Biological and Health Harm from Wireless RF
Radiation at FCC Compliant Levels of Exposure

A rapidly expanding body of peer-reviewed research demonstrates that RF radiation from wireless
infrastructure, including cellular towers and 5G small cell towers, can produce harmful effects at levels
far below current FCC limits.*>6.7:89

The FCC rulemaking disregards the growing evidence of harm that ICBE-EMF and other independent
scientific groups and individuals have published and presented formally in comments made on prior FCC
rulemakings. In a February 6, 2019, Senate Commerce, Science, and Transportation Committee hearing
on 5G, when industry executives were asked what safety testing has been performed on 5G, wireless
industry representatives were asked whether they have supported research on the safety of 5G
technology and the industry representatives conceded they have not.'° Then Senator Blumenthal
stated, "we're kind of flying blind here" with respect to the health and safety of 5G.!! The FCC has not
shown any activities to ensure 5G and new technologies are safe since then.

In our 2022 paper, ICBE-EMF documented the numerous harmful effects observed at wireless RF
radiation exposures below the FCC’s assumed threshold of harm.
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“Many studies have demonstrated oxidative effects associated with exposure to low-intensity RFR, and
significant adverse effects including cardiomyopathy, carcinogenicity (brain and thyroid cancer), DNA
damage, neurological disorders, increased permeability of the blood-brain barrier, and sperm damage,”
explains Dr. Ronald Melnick, ICBE-EMF’s Science Advisor and Past Chair and a former senior
toxicologist with the U.S. National Toxicology Program at the National Institute of Environmental Health
Sciences. “These effects need to be addressed in revised and health-protective exposure guidelines.
Furthermore, the assumption that 5G millimeter waves are safe because of limited penetration into the
body does not dismiss the need for health effects studies.”

The induction of reactive oxygen species (ROS) has been repeatedly documented across numerous peer-
reviewed studies, and oxidative stress is known to contribute to a wide range of chronic health conditions,
including cancer, neurological disorders, reproductive dysfunction, metabolic disease, and cardiovascular
impacts.'>!3

Studies of people living near cell towers show increased biomarkers of DNA damage, oxidative stress,
hormonal disruption, sleep disturbance, neurological symptoms, and increased cancer rates.'*!>-16

Large-scale animal research, including the U.S. National Toxicology Program and Ramazzini Institute
studies, both found increased brain and heart tumors.!”!® Notably, the Ramazzini Institute experiments
used RF radiation exposure levels the FCC allows to be emitted by cell towers.!” Further, the same types
of tumors have also been observed in human studies,?*?! adding significant confidence that the
associations observed in human studies are real >?

On April 25, 2025, Environment International published a paper entitled a new systematic review of

laboratory animals exposed to radiofrequency radiation, partially funded by the World Health
Organization, that concluded that these studies and other animal studies provided credible, high certainty

evidence linking RF radiation to cancer. The review also found moderate certainty of evidence of an
increased risk of rare tumors, such as pheochromocytomas in the adrenal glands and hepatoblastomas in
the liver. Additionally, some studies indicated a possible association with lymphomas, although the
findings were inconsistent.

According to ICBE-EMF’s former Chairperson Ronald Melnick, Ph.D., who served as a senior
toxicologist at the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences and who designed and managed
the National Toxicological Review of radiofrequency for the first 10 years of this research project, “the
conclusion of the study commissioned by the WHO shows that the long-standing assumption that the
“current government limits are based on — that cell phone RF radiation can only cause harm through
tissue heating — is wrong.” FCC limits are not scientifically defensible.

In 2011 the World Health Organization’s International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) classified
radiofrequency radiation (RF-EMF) as a Group 2B “possibly carcinogenic to humans” based largely on
human studies, noting limited animal evidence. This new review concludes “high certainty” animal
evidence of cancer causation reinforces calls for IARC to urgently reevaluate RF-EMF for a likely higher
cancer classification, for example from a Group 2B possible carcinogenic to humans to Group 2A

probably carcinogenic to humans or Group A carcinogenic to humans?+%
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The FCC’s Plan Would Put Wildlife and Ecosystems at Risk

The FCC’s plan to proliferate cell towers would put flora and fauna at risk. The FCC has not established
guidelines to protect non-human species from RF radiation even though there is a large and growing body
of evidence that demonstrates the biological effects of RF radiation on animals and plants.?%?"-2%2° - Expert
scientists who published comprehensive reviews of wildlife impacts report that “Numerous studies across
all frequencies and taxa indicate that low-level EMF exposures have numerous adverse effects, including
orientation, migration, food finding, reproduction, mating, nest and den building, territorial maintenance,
defense, vitality, longevity, and survivorship. Cyto- and geno-toxic effects have long been observed. We
agree with their recommendation that “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.”

Despite claims that such deployments have minimal or no environmental footprint, numerous studies
show that siting of cell towers and other wireless facilities can lead to cumulative harms such as habitat
disruption, impacts to migratory bird patterns due to light pollution, and adverse effects from ground
disturbance activities like trenching and vegetation removal. These foreseeable impacts are critical to
understanding the importance of maintaining robust NEPA environmental reviews for cell towers and
wireless facilities, especially in ecologically sensitive areas. This raises questions about federal overreach
and the Tenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution which holds that “any powers not granted to the
federal government by the Constitution belong to the states or the people, ensuring a clear separation of
authority.” Many localities want autonomy to set exposure limits, zoning restrictions, or health
transparency standards. Courts have already ruled once (Keetoowah vs. FCC, 2019) that the FCC has
violated NEPA by not conducting environmental reviews on proposed 5G small cell antennas. Under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) the FCC
has a duty to evaluate environmental consequences of nationwide infrastructure expansion. If NEPA
reviews were to be curtailed or if more classes of transmitters are exempted from review, FCC would
therefore be subject to challenges on legal grounds.

Capping fees, imposing stricter shot clock rules, eliminating local zoning restrictions and allowing for
tower densifications without review of radiation exposure or ecological impact would severely limit the
local control, timing and strain the funding and other resources available to municipalities to fully assess
the environmental impacts of cell tower and wireless deployment projects. Forcing municipalities to
accept towers without locally-set compensation would breach the Takings Clause of the Fifth
Amendment.

The Administrative Procedures Act requires rulemakings be based on a rational, evidence--based process
but this proposed rule does not contain the results of an examination of the evidence that also allows for
public comment and due process. The APA also provides that when an agency disregards scientific input,
that constitutes “arbitrary and capricious” rulemaking, or “cherry-picking”, that is grounds for legal
challenges against it.
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FCC Limits Cannot Be Relied on by Communities Due to the FCC’s Lack of Response to
the Federal Court Mandate

3031 5n the FCC RF radiation emission

In 2021, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals issued a remand order
limits, requiring it to provide a reasoned explanation for not updating its RF radiation emission limits
which were last set in 1996 when only a fraction of the cell towers and cell phones that we have today
existed. The order stated that the FCC had failed to respond to "record evidence that exposure to RF
radiation at levels below the Commission's current limits may cause negative health effects unrelated to
cancer." The Court ordered the FCC to examine the effects of long-term exposure to humans and the
environment, particularly to children. The FCC was also ordered to explain how its limits are relevant in
regard to modern technology and how its compliance tests, developed decades ago, were adequate. To

date, the FCC has not complied.

The American Academy of Pediatrics has repeatedly urged? the FCC to update its outdated wireless
radiation regulations to account for children’s increased vulnerability, noting that the research shows
children absorb higher rates of RF radiation deeper into their more sensitive brains, as compared to
adults.>*** Further, research has also documented that cell phone radiation exposure can exceed limits
when the phone is close to the body, *>*° and that Wi-Fi and cell towers can increase children’s exposure
in schools. ¥

The FCC’s reliance on Section 704 of the Telecommunications Act to preempt local consideration of
environmental and health impacts is unjustified because the Commission has not conducted any
meaningful review of RF radiation effects, nor ensured that any federal agency is doing so. Without
updated safety limits, NEPA analysis, or an up-to-date current scientific evaluation, the FCC cannot
continue to claim that health and environmental impacts may not be considered by local governments.
Because the Commission has failed to perform the very scientific and environmental oversight that
Congress presumed when enacting Section 704, it cannot lawfully claim that state and local governments
are barred from considering impacts the FCC itself has never reviewed.

A Scientific Consensus for Safety Does Not Exist

The_International EMF Scientist Appeal, a petition submitted to the United Nations and signed by more
than 260 scientists who have published over 2,000 papers on EMF, biology, and health, states that the
current wireless RF radiation human exposure guidelines set by the FCC and other national and

international organizations are based on avoiding heating effects and do not adequately protect against
known health risks that do not involve heat that can cause long-term health risks.>**° The science is far
from settled, and numerous medical organizations and public health experts recommend reducing
exposure as substantial evidence exists pointing to serious risks.*!

Summary of our concerns:

This filing addresses the Commission’s September 30, 2025 Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (FCC 25-
276) because portions of the proposal would expand federal preemption over state and local authority and
accelerate wireless infrastructure deployment without up-to-date environmental or health review.
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The FCC’s proposal is arbitrary and capricious within the meaning of 5 U.S.C. 706(2)(A) because it relies
on outdated 1996 RF exposure limits and entirely fails to consider important aspects of the problem,
namely non-thermal biological effects and cumulative exposure.

This NPRM replicates elements previously vacated by the Ninth Circuit (League of Cities v. FCC, 118 F.
4™995 (9 Cir. 2024), constituting legislative rulemaking without proper APA procedure.

The Commission continues to rely on RF exposure limits adopted in 1996, which are based solely on
tissue heating and not on peer-reviewed data on non-thermal biological effects or effects of long-term
exposure.

By implicitly exempting new facilities from environmental analysis, the rule violates the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The proposal to treat delayed local action as “deemed granted” raises
due-process and federalism issues, depriving States and citizens of participation rights. The NPRM’s
broad preemption of local zoning and fee structures exceeds statutory authority under Sections 253 and
3329(c)(7) of the Communications Act and intrudes upon powers reserved to the States by the Tenth
Amendment. Municipalities have a legitimate interest in safeguarding public health, aesthetics, and
equitable development.

Our Science-Based Conclusion: The FCC Should Not Fast Track Cell Tower Deployment

This proposed rulemaking is inappropriate. While these preemptions are being promoted to alleviate
unnecessary burdens created by state and local rules over the telecommunications industry, the burden
would certainly shift to the American people. The public and environment will carry the costs from this
inadequately regulated environmental exposure. The FCC’s proposal effectively treats American
communities as test subjects in an uncontrolled national radiation experiment, one conducted without
consent, without monitoring, and without updated safety limits. If the Commission proceeds to fast-track
cell towers without revising its outdated 1996 RF radiation exposure limits, it will knowingly promote
densification of industrial wireless transmitters and expose millions to cell tower RF radiation levels that
multiple peer-reviewed studies associate with increased cancer risk, neurological and reproductive harm.

In recognition of the flaws identified here with the current FCC RF radiation human exposure guidelines
and given the high level of certainty in the systematic review commissioned by the World Health
Organization reporting “high certainty” of cancers in laboratory animals,* and because FCC-25-276 fails
to comply with the APA and NEPA requirements, relies on obsolete scientific standards and erodes state
and local sovereignty, the Commission should withdraw and re-issue the NPRM only after a
comprehensive environmental and health review is completed.

Further questions or concerns may be sent to us at info@icbe-emf.org.

Respectfully Submitted,

John Frank, M.D.
Chairperson, ICBE-EMF
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Ronald L. Melnick, Ph.D.
Past President, currently Senior Advisor, ICBE-EMF

Elizabeth Kelley, M.A.
Managing Director, ICBE-EMF
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