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Overview

Vodaphone has recently installed a 24m high lattice tower mast on the hill, known as Bailey’s Plantation, overlooking Stonebow School, Maxwell Drive, Loughborough. I was ignorant to the fact that planning had been granted, and the outline below is what I have learned over the past few weeks since ‘the trucks appeared on the hill’. I have made a few comments at the end which are my personal thoughts, but please read this and the attachments and draw your own conclusions.

Original copies of all attachments can be provided
Acquisition Agents

Vodaphone finds suitable sites for their masts by sub-contracting to what they term ‘Acquisition Agents’--individuals who do the leg work in finding ‘suitable’ sites. 

Referring to the attached document SB – Short List of Alt Sites Assessed, there are several interesting responses from people who were approached by the acquisition agents. Several give health reasons why they do not want the mast by them, including Garendon High School/Education Authority who politely suggested they try elsewhere due to the current health and safety scare.

The agents Approached Garendon Estate, Landlord of Baileys Plantation. Garendon Estate rejected the first proposed site as that area had ‘hope’ value of the land for future residential development. Garendon Estate proposed a new site, which is referred to as the 'appeal site’. Note under the appeal site, there is no mention of the nearby school--only a residential development a ‘substantial’ distance from the proposed site. 

Planning Application

Planning application was registered on 22 Janaury 2002. A notice was in the 1/02/02 local paper and The Chair of Governors at Stonebow school received a letter on 12 February 2002. I spoke with Mr. Jones, Head of Stonebow School, during the recent Vodaphone visit to Stonebow School on 31 March 2004. Mr. Jones acknowledged receiving the letter, and said the board of governors were not told about the letter. He said the letter was received ‘in-between’ governor meetings, and as they could not argue a case on ‘health’ grounds (referring to PPG8), he and the chair at that time decided to do nothing.

PPG8 is the official planning guidance policy to facilitate the growth of the telecommunications systems. Under these guidelines planning permission cannot be turned down due to ‘health concerns’ as the output from these masts fall within EU Guidelines. 

I refer to the attached SB-Max Hunt Letter, a letter from Max Hunt, County Councillor for Dishley & Garendon. He states in fact two letters were sent to the chair, and that there were no responses from the governors. This was in fact because they were never told. 

During the entire planning process, Vodaphone made no effort to contact the school. 

Site Notice

A site notice was posted at Pear Tree Lane. Please see attached photo SB- PTL Photo which shows the entrance to Pear Tree Lane. This entrance is on the A6 between Loughborough and Hathern, on a very busy corner at the end of a dual carriageway with national speed limit posted. Max Hunt said it was possibly not in the right place, which is an understatement at best.

Appeal

The Borough Plans Committee refused permission due to the ‘visual impact’ of the mast. An appeal was lodged by Vodaphone. The Inspector had them change the colour, and--as planners had foreseen--permission was granted on 10th September 2003. 

Another consequence from Mr. Jones’ and the chair’s decision not to tell the board of governors of the mast planning application is that when the appeal was lodged, only those who replied were informed of the appeal. The school, board of governors, and local people where not aware of the appeal.

The debate on health issues surrounding these masts continues to roll on, but surely where the health of our nations children is being questioned, is it not best to err on the side of caution? The Stewart report mentions in detail the unknown of these masts. I quote “We conclude therefore that it is not possible at present to say that exposure to RF radiation, even at levels below national guidelines, is totally without potential health affects, and that the gaps in knowledge are sufficient to justify a precautionary approach.”

Comments:

1) Why did Mr. Jones not tell the board of Governors about the letter re the mast application?

2) Why did Mr. Jones not respond to the Borough Plans Committee?

3) Mr. Jones could have wrote a simple letter to the Board of Governors to allow them to respond to the application as they saw fit. Unfortunately they were never given the chance. I believe that Mr. Jones failure to act on points 1 & 2 above is a serious dereliction of duty for a man in his position.

4) The notice sign put up at pear tree lane while  within the law was in an area unlikely to be seen by anyone. Who and How decisions are made where to site ‘Notice Signs’ needs to be reviewed. Why can’t more than one sign be posted? 

5) I believe PPG8 is the Government looking after the Big 5 telecommunication companies who have paid a very substantial amount of money for ‘telecommunication rights’. Who did they pay?

6) Vodaphone should have written to the school and needs to be more proactive with sensitive areas such as near schools. Max Hunt states even if they had the planning permission would most likely have been granted. I agree, but we could have put our views across and have some say in the process.

7) The use of acquisition agents to find suitable sites is not in the best interest of the public. These agents will only be concerned with finding a site, and will overlook small details like a nearby school to ‘win’ a site. This is clearly a conflict of interest. Was Vodaphone even aware there was a school there?

8) Why is the school not mentioned in the Short List of Alternative sites assessed? They mention the houses, and it is very clear on any map that there is a school in that location.

9) The Stewart Report points out very clearly the need for better public information while the Mobile Operator Association’s 10 Commitments are in place to ensure the public is informed. This is obviously not being followed or adhered to.

10) In retrospect, we are all open to RF exposure on a daily basis, which is a fact of modern life. However the unknown in this how does it affect our children, particularly young children who are still developing, a precautionary approach should be adapted when siting near schools/residential area, but I somehow feel this won’t happen.

11) I feel the whole process with regards to Pear Tree Lane stinks and the smell must go away before the public can be really comfortable with these decisions.
