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DATE AS POST MARK
Director of Planning

Birmingham City Council

Dear Sir

RE: TELECOMMUNICATION INSTALLATION - AT MASONIC HALL, KINGSHEALTH, B14 6DT

As a local resident I have considerable concerns relating to the above proposed telecommunication installation, in particular the following points which I request you take into account within your determination of the prior approval application in relation to those parts of the development that consist of the construction of telecommunication cabins and compound. I further request that on my behalf you lobby central government over this community not being able to comment on the approval of this very controversial telecommunication mast and antenna.

· Having read many reports in the newspapers of the potential adverse health effects from telecommunication installations I have real concern for the health of my family and friends. I understand that the Courts have on more than one occasion in the last year found that the perception of an adverse health effect held by local communities is a material consideration of telecommunication applications, and that where the local planning authority fail to give any and/or sufficient weight to that fear then leave for judicial review will be granted.

· The proposed site of the cabins is totally inappropriate for the neighbourhood, they will detract from the present surroundings, and therefore be visually intrusive.

· Noise from the cabins (high pitched buzzing) will be such as to be likely to cause disturbance to neighbours. It is further unclear as to whether any of the cabins will have extractor fans fitted to them, if that is proven to be the case then the additional noise created by those fans will significantly add to the disturbance the development will have on neighbours. Such noise is a material consideration that must be taken into account, and adds to the concerns I have expressed above of an adverse health effect.

· Whilst I understand that the Phone Operator is of the view that the antenna the mast and antenna are not a planning consideration as a consequence of A.2(4)(b) of Part 24 of the GPDO. However, I would point out the conflicts that this section has with other aspects of the Part 24, and therefore suggest that the Phone Operator is wrong in his conclusions, the installation must be looked at a whole and not in a piecemeal fashion, therefore where one aspect of the installation exceeds the criteria set out in the A.2(4)(b) as do the cabins, the fact that they are in excess of 2.5 cubic metres then the whole of that installation is not covered by the apparent loophole contained within A.2(4)(b), and therefore the effects of the entire installation must be taken into account, that being the case I support the representation made by Mast Sanity, and ask that the criteria set out in their letter of object in relation to the entire installation is also submitted in my name.

Please take the above comments into account, and inform me as to the outcome of the application.

Yours sincerely

…………………………………………….

Local Resident
