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DATE

The Planning Inspectorate

Room 3/08B Kite Wing

Temple Quay House

2 The Square

Temple Quay

Bristol. BS1 6PN

Dear Sir

Ref: APP/……………………………………. (Planning Appeal Number)
Appeal by …………………………………….. against the Refusal of ………………………………… …………………………… Borough Council to give approval to the siting of a Telecommunications Mast and Associated Equipment on land at …………………………………………………………….

I wish to record my objections to the siting of a telecommunications mast in a residential area close to where I live.  In the last year, there have been five applications for approval to erect telephone masts along an 800m stretch of Roman Road by the various operators, all of which have been rejected by the Planning Authority.  There is an existing Vodafone telecommunications mast at Worting Wood Farm, which also borders the same stretch of Roman Road.

	
	Objection
	PPG8 para

	1
	I am greatly concerned about the effect the radiation from this mast may have on my health and those living close to it.  No-one should have their health placed at risk when clear, unequivocal concerns have been raised by nationally appointed health bodies on the long term health effects of constant bombardment by microwave radiation. This technology has not yet been proved as safe. I (and the majority of my neighbours) have deep-seated concerns and worries regarding mobile masts and their perceived detrimental effect on health grounds. Current research on this matter has merely concentrated on the effects of tissue heating only from microwave emitting antenna. There is, however, a large body of scientific research that now challenges this view with regard to other possible symptoms such as increased cancer risk, sterility, etc.
	29

	2
	The mast would be positioned immediately in front of the houses on Kenilworth Road, will be clearly visible, intrusive and adversely affect the amenity of the area.  The adjacent bungalows have an eaves height of 2.5m and an overall height of only 5m compared to the proposed mast height of 10m.  This will contrast with the residential nature and open aspect of the locality.   The rising profile of Kenilworth Road as it nears the junction with Roman Road would give the mast a particular prominence that would unacceptably dominate the views from the adjacent houses.
	24,28

	3
	It appears that no consideration has been given to sharing the existing site at Worting Wood Farm as an alternative to developing this new mast site. The Government has attached considerable importance to mast sharing in keeping the numbers of sites and installations to a minimum. Conditions in code operators’ licences require applicants to explore the possibility of site or mast sharing in the first instance.
	19,20,22

	4
	The proposed location for the mast is dangerous to road users and creates an obstruction to the sight lines for traffic exiting Kenilworth Road onto Roman Road. 
	

	5
	The proposed development is out of character with the local area.  No screening or landscaping is proposed to make it blend in to the environment.  The proposed location does not have sufficient space adjacent to Kenilworth Road to allow suitable landscaping to be implemented.  The proposed mast incorporates step irons in the upper section, presumably for maintenance access to the antennae.   These substantially increase the visible width and give the mast an industrial appearance out of keeping with the neighbourhood.   On safety grounds, the HSE do not encourage maintenance access at height using ladders or unguarded steps.  The operator should be encouraged to use safer powered access platforms for maintenance.
	24,28

	6
	No pre- or post-application discussions were held with the local residents groups.  
	10

	7
	Because of the lack of consultation, the residents have not been able to test Orange's claims for the need for the proposed installation.  It has been rumoured that the mast forms a microcell to only enhance reception in a narrow strip running to the south east of the mast.  

In the Appeal Decision APP/M5450/A/00/1053232 on 2 February 2001by Richard Ogier BA MRTPI, London Borough of Harrow vs Orange, the Inspector found:

..that in this case it seems to me that the need to improve network strength and quality satisfied by an installation supporting a microcell may not be as great as that relating to an installation serving a macrocell, despite its local significance. It does not follow to my mind that the satisfaction of need is an absolute imperative that outweighs all other considerations.

In another Appeal Decision T/APP/M1595/A/OO/1052881/P6 by J M Turner LLB , Thurrock Borough Council vs Orange, the Inspector found:

The appellant company has fulfilled what might be termed its minimum legal obligation to provide coverage to 90% of the UK. What is proposed in the appeals can perhaps be described as fine tuning, the filling in of two relatively small and localised gaps in the overall coverage.

 …the need …does not stem… from any imperative that a person using the long distance transport network of the country should be able to have ready telephone contact…where fixed landline installations might be unavailable.

It might be that instead of the .. proposed microcells, coverage by macrocell link would be a feasible alternative, to avoid the use of a site in a residential area.
	Appendix 54

	8
	That the legal precedent resultant from the recent case of Newport Borough Council vs. Secretary of State of Wales (1998) JPL 337 has not been observed during this permitted rights application. A ruling was upheld during that case that "genuine public fear and concern, even if that fear is irrational and not based upon evidence, is material planning consideration". 
	29


I urge you to reject this appeal.

Yours faithfully

……………………………….

