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It’s Official: Mike Repacholi Is
An Industry Consultant

And He’s Already in Hot Water

Just months after leaving his post as the head of the EMF project at the
World Health Organization (WHO), Mike Repacholi isnow in businessasan
industry consultant. The Connecticut Light and Power Co. (CL& P), a sub-
sidiary of Northeast Utilities, and the United Illuminating Co. (Ul) have hired
Repacholi to help steer the Connecticut Siting Council away from a strict
EMF exposure standard.

The siting council isin the process of revising the state’'s EMF policies.
Last year, it hired its own industry consultant, Peter Vaberg of the Gradient
Corp., to review the current state of EMF health research. Valberg's report,
submitted in January, proposesa“ screening level” of 200mG to protect against
any adverse health effects” even in ahypothetically more sensitive sub-popu-
lation” —that is, it would a so protect young children. (Why ascreening level ?
Seebox on p.2)

The Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPH), on the other hand,
istargeting alimit of 6-to-10mG, based on epidemiological studies pointing
to achildhood leukemiarisk at magnetic field levels above 3-4mG.

The DPH has been sharply critical of Valberg's report. In aMay 31 sub-
mission to the siting council, the DPH advised that it provided “simplistic
reviewsof the sciencethat lead to anill-conceived mG target level.” Valberg's
proposed 100mG level simply does not give “ adequate protection” for chil-
dren, according to the DPH. (The department filed additional comments on
October 25. These latter comments, but not those filed on May 31, are avail-
able on the council’s Web site.)

One Industry Consultant Supports Another

Thetwo e ectric utilitiescommissioned Repachali to prepare detailed com-
ments to support Valberg and to rebut the DPH. They were submitted to the
siting board on October 26. And on the same day, CL & Pand U set up acon-
ference call to give Repacholi an opportunity to convince DPH officids to
follow the policies he had devised at the WHO EMF project—for instance,
to stick to the |CNIRP guidelines, which would allow children to be exposed
to up to 833mG on a continuous basis.

Repachoali’sfiling has been criticized for citing, and at times misrepresent-
ing, as-yet unreleased WHO reports for the benefit of his corporate clients.
Some see this as a continuation of his activities at the WHO, where Repa-
choli was often accused of favoring the mobile phone and electric utility in-
dustries at the expense of public health.

Others see Repachali’sconsulting work asthe closing of acircle. Industry
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provided financial support for the EM F project (see box on p.3)
and Repacholi isnow using themateria she prepared at the WHO
with industry money to support industry policy positions.

Interpreting the Epidemiological Studies

The state DPH believesthat the EMF risk of childhood leu-
kemia is serious. The epidemiological studies “cannot be dis-
missed,” the DPH told the siting council.

Valberg and Repacholi interpret thedatavery differently than
the DPH. Both consultants seek to downplay, if not dismiss, the
epidemiological studies. For instance, whenever Va berg referred
to the epidemiological evidence in hisreport, he almost always
caled it “weak.” He argued that magnetic fields“ cannot be ac-
cepted as a causal factor.”

Repacholi went even further, calling theepidemiol ogical evi-
dence “ very weak.” The“ 100 mG screening level is extremely
cautious and highly protective for al the public, including chil-
dren,” he asserted.

While Vaberg and Repacholi may appear to be on opposite
sidesinthissiting council proceeding, they arecurrently collabor-
atingonadifferent, equaly controversial, EMFissue. They have
recently completed a paper, together with Emilie van Deventer,
the new head of the EMF project, on the possible health effects
of wirelessradiation. (It will appear in afutureissue of Environ-
mental Health Per spectives and was posted on thejourna’sWeb
site—www.ehponline.org—on November 6.) Following the
playbook of other industry consultants, they have been selective
about which research results they presented. For example, in a
review of the findings of the ongoing Interphone study on the
possible cancer risks associated with the use of mobile phones,
they fail to mention perhaps the most disquieting result to date:
A statistically significant risk of acoustic neuromaamong those
who had used hand-held phones for more than ten years. The
open question of possible long-term risksis simply ignored.

An “Absurd” Misrepresentation

To strengthen histestimony on behalf of thetwo electric utili-
ties, Repacholi cited thefindings of an unfinished WHO report—
Environmental Health Criteria(EHC)—on EMF risks. Twenty
invited experts drafted this report at a meeting in Geneva last
October. Thefinal versonwasexpected to be made public months

Depleted Uranium Cover-Up?

Inthefirst week of November, Mike Repacholi wasalso
in the news with respect to his work on ionizing radiation.
Keith Baverstock. one of hisformer coworkersat theWHO
charged that Repacholi had suppressed reports indicating
that depleted uranium poses a cancer risk.

Inaradio interview with the BBC, Repachoali called the
eight peer-reviewed papers pointing to agenotoxic effect of
depleted uranium that were assembled by Baverstock,
“fairytae stuff.”

Screening Level vs.
Exposure Standard

The origin of the term “ screening level,” used by Peter
Valberg in his report, is obscure. “[It's] a bit confusing,”
NIEHS' ChrisPortier told us. “1 have not encountered it in
this context.” Portier was formerly the associate director of
the U.S. National Toxicology Program.

Valbergmay well beusing it asaway of not talking about
an*“ exposurestandard.” As Mike Repacholi stated in hisre-
port for the two electric utilities, “It is important that the
screening level is not perceived as a population exposure
limit” because, in part, it could “provoke unwarranted pub-
licadarm.”

Regardless of what Valberg callsit, Repacholi said that
a100mG limit is unnecessary. He argued that there are no
health effects below 10,000mG (10G). The “overwhelm-
ingweight of scientific evidence suggeststhat [exposurelim-
itsbelow 10,000mG will resultin] no health benefit,” Repa-
choli told the council on behalf of the two utilities.

Other CL & P/UI consultants also don’t see the need for
an exposure standard. Exponent’sBill Bailey, oneof CL & P/
Ul most-called-upon expert witnesses, told the council that
“making arecommendation of ascreening vaueof a100mG
quantifies something that may not be at all necessary.”

As for Valberg, he testified at a state hearing held on
April 20that, “1 certainly feel that in [the] range of 6 to 100
[mG], that it is not necessary to pay attention to the mag-
netic fields.”

ago but it's till being edited by the WHO staff.

Repacholi has misrepresented the group’s conclusions, ac-
cording to ChrisPortier, who chaired theexpert pandl. “ Thepara-
phrasing sometimes has gone abit far and may be miseading,”
Portier told Microwave News. Portier isthe associate director for
risk assessment at the National Institute of Environmenta Health
Sciences (NIEHS).

Portier cited acouple of examples. Inasummary of the WHO
report, Repacholi’sstatesthat the EHC panel concluded that “ The
epidemiological evidence cannot be used as a basis for stan-
dards (exposure limits).”

“ Such astatement isabsurd,” said Portier, “ Sincethey obvi-
oudly can be used.”

Also according to Repacholi’s report: “ The task group rec-
ognized that the ICNIRP (1998) guidelines provide adequate
protection for all established health effects.” Thisan“ overstate-
ment,” Portier said, “Asl| recall our recommendation it wasthat
these guidelines were protective for acute effects; we said noth-
ing about all effectsin this recommendation.”

Theway theEH Creview waswritten and edited isitself con-
troversial. Repacholi invited eight observersto attend the meet-
ing: All eight werefrom theelectric utility industry. Even before
themeeting, Repacholi solicited theviews of anumber of indus-
try representatives, including Exponent’s Bill Bailey, another
CL&P/UI consultant.
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Imagine, a Belgian magazine, is reporting in its No-
vember/December issue that the WHO EMF project has
been receiving even more industry money than has been
previously disclosed. In a cover story titled, “Mobile
Phones: We'reAll GuineaPigs!,” David Lelouprevealed
that the GSM Association (GSMA) recently increased its
annual payment to €150,000 ($165,000). Before 2005,
the GSM A contributed €50,000 ($55,000) a year.

Thisisin addition to the $150,000 ayear, the Mobile
ManufacturersForum (MMF) givesthe EM F project each
year. (MMF's Mike Milligan confirmed this to Micro-
wave Newsin 2003.) Previoudy, Motorolagave Repacholi
$50,000 ayear; but thecompany now funnel sitspayments

Industry Support for EMF Project: New Sources Revealed

through the MM F,

L el oup estimatesthat these two mobile phonetrade asso-
ciationsa onemade up morethan 40% of the EMF project’s
2005-2006 budget.

The total contribution from the wireless industry is no
doubt higher, however. Other groups have aso been send-
ing money to Mike Repacholi. For instance, the FGF, the
Germanwirelessindustry group, hasbeen giving the project
about €15,000 ($16,500) ayear, according to Gerd Friedrich,
the director of the FGF.

Thisdoesnot includeany possible support from theelec-
tric utlity industry.

Repachoali is aso being criticized for using another unfin-
ished WHO report in his comments to the siting council. Carl
Blackman, Martin Blank, David Carpenter, Olle Johansson and
Cindy Sage aretroubled by Repacholi’sappending acopy of his
Framework for Guiding Public Health Policy Optionsin Areas
of Scientific Uncertainty to his testimony. They have written to
Portier asking that heusehis" influence” to get Repacholi to tem-
porarily withdraw his testimony to the siting council pending
the completion of that report.

This Framework has a rich history. Repacholi developed it
with Leeka Kheifets who used to be his assistant at the WHO.
Kheifetsformerly worked at EPRI, theresearch arm of theelec-
tric utility industry, in Pao Alto, CA, and she till receivesre-
search support from EPRI. They wroteit after they flip-flopped
over whether the WHO should invoke the precautionary prin-
cipleto address EM F health risks (see MWN, M/J03). After an-
nouncing that precaution was called for at ameeting in Brussels
inearly 2003, Repacholi changed course. Instead, heand Kheifets
Set out to devise away to address all types of uncertain hedth
risks. Like the EHC document, the Framework was gtill unfin-
ished when Repacholi left the WHO last summer.

Mitch Gross, a spokesman for CL & P declined to offer any
comment on Repacholi’s work for the eectric utility. “ | would
not attempt to addressit,” he said.

There is no word on how much Repacholi isbeing paid for
hiswork on behalf of thetwo electric utilities. Two years ago, at
a Connecticut hearing on a contested power line, Philip Cole of
the University of Alabama, Birmingham, yet another CL & P/UI
consultant, testified that hewasbeing paid $400/hour. And Stuart
Aaronson of the Mount Sinai School of Medicinein New York
City, a fourth CL& P/UI expert witness, said that he too was
being paid $400/hour.
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