
OBJECTION TO PROPOSED INSTALLATION OF TELCOM MAST

YOU WILL NEED TO CHECK AND AMEND ALL RED ITEMS TO SUIT THE CASE
To submit your objection to the xxxx 4G/5G masts proposed for xxx, please visit the Council website at: 


http://publicaccess.xxx.gov.uk/online-applications/ and input xxx planning application number into the search box.  Or you can email your objection to xxx email address. The deadline for objections is xxx.
CASE OFFICER NAME




YOUR ADDRESS/DETAILS
DATE

Planning Application XX/21/XXXX – Erection of a XXXXX
My objections to this mast/s concern not only the appearance but also, as a siting issue, the harmful, cumulative, polluting effects from the proposal. I refer to NPPF paragraph 185, which is in conflict with paragraph 118, and with government policy to rely on ICNIRP certification.

185. Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the development.
I have good reason to believe that this proposal would cause harm to nearby residents and wildlife at radiation levels well below the ICNIRP guidelines, and I ask that the evidence contained in this objection be properly assessed by the Director of Public Health, Pollution Control Officer or someone with the expertise to evaluate it, so that an evidence-based determination of the material planning consideration "incompatible and unacceptable use of the site" can be determined.

PHE guidance states that radiofrequency radiation is regulated through planning policy.  Further, the European Electronic Communications Code (EECC) that was brought into UK law in late December 2020 has clauses on public health.  This means that local planning authorities should make human public health imperative and reconcile environmental and public health concerns under the code. Your Competent Authority status derives from EU Directive 2014/61/EU and requires the application of EECC Recitals 106 and 110 as they apply to planning applications.

An evidence-based decision about the material planning consideration "unacceptable use of land" due to polluting effects under NPPF 185 and your EECC 2018 role needs to be made despite the conflicting instruction to rely on ICNIRP in NPPF para118.

What is the radiation before 5G? A correlation study between measurements in situ and in real time and epidemiological indicators in Vallecas, Madrid

Lopez https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33434609/ shows headaches and sleep disturbances. 

Limiting liability with positioning to minimize negative health effects of cellular phone towersJD PEARCE paper states “There is a large and growing body of evidence that human exposure to RFR from cellular phone base stations causes negative health effects, including both i) neuropsychiatric complaints such as headache, concentration difficulties, memory changes, dizziness, tremors, depressive symptoms, fatigue and sleep disturbance, and ii) increased incidence of cancer and living in proximity to a cell-phone transmitter station. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/337624982_Limiting_liability_with_positioning_to_minimize_negative_health_effects_of_cellular_phone_towers
1.0 ICNIRP certification

The scope of ICNIRP Public Exposure Guidelines does not cover environmental harms as a pollutant or effluvia, neither does it cover children being exposed to nearby EMF-RF radiation for prolonged periods. To protect children World Health Organisation (WHO) recommends against allowing this to happen. Please consider children's health. 

The Council will be aware of its Statutory Duty of Care to protect human health including that of school children, and Government - Department for Education - issuing "Keeping children safe in education 2021 - Statutory guidance for schools and colleges Sept. 2021." (Statutory guidance for schools and colleges Sept. 2021, DoE.)

An ICNIRP certificate is effectively an evidenced claim of compatible use for the siting of a radio mast on land or on a building presented by the Telecom applicant, and the planning authority has to remain open and objective in how it takes into account contrary claims (ie objections) presenting evidence of incompatibility.
The Council has the statutory duty of "preventing impairment to children's health or development" (ref. 6). The application deviates from the Council's City Plan and NPPF paragraphs as noted. Taking this into account and BHCC's statutory duty and current scientific reports on the ill-effects suffered by children, I urge refusal. 

2.0 Health and Environment
The telecoms development being proposed would increase pollution /electrosmog. NPPF (2021), Section 8, paragraph 92 states "Planning policies and decisions should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places...enable and support healthy lifestyles" 
NPPF Paragraph 185 "Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions" - a material planning consideration. BHCC Planning Policy SU9 is also relevant. 

Council has a Statutory Duty, defined in Section 12 of the Health and Social Care Act (2012): "Each local authority must take such steps as it considers appropriate for improving the health of the people in its area" 

The proposal fails to satisfy sustaining a healthy community. 
Define the subject headings below, from the list under Step3 here:

https://rfinfo.co.uk/mast-objection/
Please SELECT A FEW SCIENTIFIC REFERENCES FROM THE TABLE BELOW to back up your objection on health and/or environmental grounds.

2.1 General issues re microwave radiation.

A vast amount of research on pulsed polarised non-ionising radiation shows there are biological effects.  See Appendix 1.0 for some studies.

2.2 Children and RFR exposure

This mast will be near houses on and surrounding Xxxxx Road.  It is also near Xxxx Primary School and Xxxxx Recreation Ground, as well as The Xxxx Hospital.  

See Appendix 1.2 for some of many studies outlining the risks to children.

2.3  Cancer and RFR

See Appendix 1.3 for some of many studies outlining the link between chronic exposure and cancer.

2.4  Ecology and RFR

See Appendix 1.4 for some studies outlining the impact of RFR pollution on the environment.  

3.0  Other Concerns  :  Tailor to your mast
3.1 Consultation

NPPF (2021) paragraph 117 - Consulting interested organisations. 
Were interested parties consulted by registered letter ?  Schools, nearby homes?
3.2 Visual amenity and siting

Choose reasons which seem most relevant to your application This includes proximity to residential dwellings, schools, university buildings, residential care homes, nurseries and so on.

Factors concerning siting may involve:
· height of the site in relation to surrounding land

· topography of the site and vegetation

· openness and visibility of the site

· designated areas

· the site in relation to existing masts

· structures or buildings

· proximity to residential property, schools, colleges, universities, care homes

· ROAD SAFETY. NPPF Paragraph 97 "Planning policies and decisions should promote public safety".

3.3 Appearance: this can include details such as:
· materials

· colour

· design

· dimensions

· overall shape

· solid or open framework

· could also mention disquieting appearance of masts affecting people’s quiet enjoyment of the neighbourhood, and possibly leading to anxiety and mental health issues

3.4 Justification of Need
 
Whilst Local Planning Authorities (LPA) are instructed not to question need, the Ofcom Electronic Communications Code of Practice states that telecoms companies are expected to demonstrate need.
But it can be mentioned as it’s important – we are being told that 5G is necessary by the telecom companies, but most people don’t seem to want or need it. This should be pointed out.

So, if you live or work in the area and have adequate network coverage from (the applicants) do state this in your objection. It could be phrased something like this:

“Whilst Local Planning Authorities (LPA) are instructed not to question need, the Ofcom Electronic Communications Code of Practice states that telecoms companies are expected to demonstrate need. I live/work in the area near XXX and the phone coverage I receive from XXX is perfectly adequate and does not need upgrading. I don’t want videos I can download in a few seconds, The Internet of Things, driverless cars or any of the purported benefits it’s claimed 5G will bring.”
3.5 With reference to the Planning Application Form

Sometimes the site diagrams will have mistakes in terms of height of the mast, the address, the post code, so do check these details and point out any errors you find.

Check the health report that is supplied Telecoms. This may have content which can be directly challenged.

3.6 With reference to the ICNIRP ‘certificate’

Check your application documents to see if there are any details of power and frequencies of the equipment and for diagrams of exclusion zones around the mast. The information is not mandatory in law but without these zones being marked on the plan the Council do not know where they extend to and cannot assess the safety of the plan nor regulate RFR exposure, therefore you can argue that this information is needed. Up until now, this information is mostly missing from planning applications. We have seen a case where the exclusion zone was specified and a house within the zone was left off the map, so do check this thoroughly.

Zone 1 safe for " workers" zone - 8 hour continuous exposure - Occupational. Area which is safe only for people to be in for 8 hours continual exposure and where it is assumed they know they are within the zone. This area is not safe for pregnant women.

Zone 2 The public zone. The area where the general public cannot enter.

The workers zone has a higher level as in theory "workers" will know what they are being exposed to whereas the public may not.

The public level is a lower level, so the exclusion zone is further from the mast.

Look for both areas on plans and diagrams.

No buildings or part of buildings or bus stops or people on top level of a double decker bus should fall within either zone. 

If you have them, make sure there aren’t any and make strong arguments about this if there are.

If you do not have exclusion zones you could add :

No details about the technical specifications of power and frequencies have been provided.

 

No details have been provided defining the exclusion zone.

 

PHE states: ‘With some of the larger base stations there can be regions around the antenna within which the emissions exceed the ICNIRP guidelines’.  Certainty about these regions is needed.
It is impossible to properly evaluate the safety of the proposed mast without the required technical information, missing from the ICNIRP certificate.

3.7 Environmental Risk Assessment

Has one been provided?  Ref 1.0, RFR is a pollutant which affects nature.

4.0 Precautionary Principle

The Precautionary Principle is defined as follows “When human activities may lead to morally unacceptable harm that is scientifically plausible but uncertain, actions shall be taken to avoid or diminish that harm.”
Many councils and governments are already demanding precaution and truly protective measures: https://actionagainst5g.org
5.0 Caveat of Public Health England 

The following statement from the solicitors to PHE unequivocally asserts that public bodies should balance PHE’s guidance with other sources of evidence i.e. that they should indeed question that guidance. 

National Health Service Act 2006 provides the legal basis on which PHE currently issues information and advice as part of its general duty to protect the general public from disease and other dangers to health. “The Guidance is not maintained and revised by PHE for the explicit purpose of any other body undertaking any other statutory function. If in any other context regard is had to the Guidance, that is entirely a matter for the discretion of the relevant body and it must determine what weight to place on the Guidance given the clear indication as to the sources from which the advice and recommendations in the Guidance are derived. Equally, that body must determine what other evidence from your clients or other members of the public or interested parties to consider in making any decision."
• Public Health England solicitors state: If it be alleged that a public body now or in the future acted unlawfully in placing reliance on the guidance, that cannot retrospectively taint the guidance with illegality”. 8 August 2019
6.0 In conclusion, the proven risks of harm of RFR outweigh the potential benefits. 

The polluting effects of RFR (ie adverse health and/or environmental effects) must be made the subject of proper public health scrutiny by the Council before more 'electrosmog' is inflicted upon the population.

I further urge you to read carefully the following document by ElectroSensitivity UK, which presents a case on behalf of those who are electro hyper-sensitive in terms of studying the NPPF and presents a strongly evidenced case for non-thermal effects of RFR on human health as well as that of plants and wildlife. It also explains that ‘individual planners and regulators’ in a number of countries have been held personally legally liable for the negative effects of radiation from masts that have been approved even when these were compliant with ICNIRP advice regarding short-term thermal effects (p.5).

ES-UK (2018) Adverse Health Effects of Mobile Phone Masts and Planning Policy,

http://www.es-uk.info/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Adverse%20Health%20Effects%20of%20M.P.Masts%20&%20Planning%20Policy.pdf.

Telecoms companies must risk assess RFR emitting technologies against the scientific evidence of adverse effects, to prove to Borough/County Council that 4G and 5G emissions are safe.  As the Council cannot regulate RFR emissions in the absence of conclusive risk assessments it must reject these applications as an 'incompatible or unacceptable use' of the application site.

Yours sincerely
NAME
cc. Case Officer, Planning Dept

Appendix 1.1 – General studies on the effects of chronic exposure to RFR

A vast amount of research on pulsed polarised non-ionising radiation shows there are biological effects: 

This recent evaluation of 2266 studies (including in-vitro and in-vivo studies in human, animal, and plant experimental systems and population studies) found that most studies (n=1546, 68·2%) have demonstrated significant biological or health effects associated with exposure to anthropogenic electromagnetic fields.

Priyanka Bandara, David O Carpenter, Planetary electromagnetic pollution: it is time to assess its impact, (The Lancet Planetary Health, Volume 2, Issue 12) 2018 

Appendix 1.2 – Children and RFR etc
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