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ALL PARTY PARLIAMENTARY MOBILE GROUP - PUBLIC INQUIRY ON PLANNING LAW AND THE SITING AND LOCATION OF MASTS

Submission Date: Tuesday 30 March 2004

From: Simon J. Preedy

I am a Basingstoke resident who is taking an active interest in Telecoms installations in the Borough of Basingstoke and Deane; working with Borough Council Officials, Operators and their Agents, and campaigning for them to undertake Pre-Application consultation directly with residents; for them to allow communities to take a more active role in the process of finding 'suitable and appropriate' and the best sites for Masts, giving the least visual intrusion in their communities and for their fears on health risks to be allayed.

Contact details: 41 Cyprus Road, Hatch Warren, Basingstoke, Hampshire. RG22 4UY Tel: 01256 476352 (Home - Answerphone) Tel: 01635 299616 (Work).


Please find below my submissions for this Public Inquiry: 

Question 1: How well are the current guidelines and regulations, including those in England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland working?

I do not think that the current guidelines and regulations are working well in England and Wales at all. PPG8 is very vague and misleading in places; ambiguous and open to (mis)interpretation. 

It would appear that Scotland and Northern Ireland already have tougher rules in place. These should be reviewed with a view to adopting tougher rules in England and Wales.
Paragraph 57 of the Trade and Industry Committee Report 'Mobile Phone Masts', published in March 2001, addresses the role of Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) in deciding on the balance between the need for telecoms infrastructures and the local effect of a base station, whether in terms of visual impact, or the effect on amentity or anxiety about health. It states: 'Local Authorities would be assisted by clearer guidance as to the balance to be struck, and explicit reassurance that, while they cannot consider the objective facts on health beyond compliance with ICNIRP guidelines, they can and should weigh up the evidence on local anxiety, whether substantiated or not.'

Three years have past since this Report was published and it appears this Government still has not issued (as this Report states) any "clearer guidance" to LPAs! Why is it that this Government feels that LPA's "...cannot consider the objective facts on health beyond compliance with ICNIRP guidelines..."? A question I am sure residents would like an adequate answer to!
I do not consider myself to have the significant knowledge necessary in which to comment on this Question any further. I would expect, however, this to be effectively (and honestly) answered by the appropriate Department(s) within Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council for the benefit, interests and on behalf of residents residing in its' Borough. I would also expect our local MPs to put forward their comments on this Question.

Question 2: Should there be amendments to the regulations regarding the use and application of permitted development rights and the prior approval procedures?

Yes, most definately. 

I would urge ALL MP's to support the Private Members Bill: "Town and Country Planning (Telecommunication Masts) Bill 2004", which comes up for its' Second Reading on 21 May 2004, which addresses issues such as this. 

Please see Appendix 1 for more information on this Bill, detailed below.
Please also see Appendix 5 (below) – local Press articles that demonstrate why there needs to be a change in the law.
Please also see Appendix 6 (attached MS Word document); letter from Campaign for Planning Sanity detailing unlawful ‘emergency’ (?) temporary installations committed by Airwave O2 and their Agent Waldon Telecoms in Sussex.
I do not consider myself to have the significant knowledge necessary in which to comment on this Question any further. I would expect, however, this to be effectively answered by the appropriate Department(s) within Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council for the benefit, interests and behalf of residents residing in its' Borough. I would also expect our local MPs to put forward their comments on this Question.

Question 3: How consistently are current planning guidelines applied? Can guidelines be applied more consistently to ensure maximum transparency? 

I do not consider myself to have the significant knowledge necessary in which to comment on this Question. I would expect, however, this to be effectively (and honestly) answered by the appropriate Department(s) within Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council for the benefit, interests and behalf of residents residing in its' Borough. I would also expect our local MPs to put forward their comments on this Question.

Question 4: How well are government and industry working together?  Are there any good examples of best practice that can be shared?
I do not consider myself to have the significant knowledge necessary in which to comment on this Question. I would expect, however, this to be effectively (and honestly) answered by the appropriate Department(s) within Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council for the benefit and interests of residents residing in its' Borough. I would also expect our local MPs to put forward their comments on this Question.

Question 5: How well is industry working together i.e. is site sharing possible and practical?

It would appear that communication from Operators / Agents is slightly improving - for the Basingstoke area anyhow! It would appear that in Basingstoke, SITE-SHARING is possible / practical (ie: co-locations - two or more Masts on one site). 

HOWEVER, Operators are required to investigate MAST SHARING opportunities as detailed in PPG8. This is not the same as site-sharing. It appears there is little MAST-SHARING being undertaken, to reduce the numbers required! Is this because Operators say that to share, taller lattice-style Masts will be needed, that are perhaps more visually intrusive? Why aren’t they using electricity pylons for Masts (on or adjacent to), as detailed in PPG8?
I would suspect there maybe an element of "competition" still existing between Operators (vieing for the best sites). With 3G being implemented, and the large numbers of Masts that we are told are required (40,000 in the UK by 2007?), surely Operators should be liaising with one another regarding Mast sharing opportunities at the very early stages to reduce the numbers required? I had thought that was one of the reasons for the Strategic Roll-Out Map that B&DBC produce with the Operators; that where Operators cell searches overlap, they would look at Mast-sharing opportunities? Councillor Mrs Gillian Nethercott, Chair of Basingstoke Council's Development Control Committee, has already been quoted in the Basingstoke Gazette (2/9/2002) as saying "We don't want a prolification of Masts in the area and we always like to encourage Mast sharing."

Question 6: How well is planning guidance working around sensitive sites?  Are there any best practice examples that can be shared?

I do not consider myself to have the significant knowledge necessary in which to comment on this Question. I would expect, however, this to be effectively (and honestly) answered by the appropriate Department(s) within Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council for the benefit and interests of residents residing in its' Borough. I would also expect our local MPs to put forward their comments on this Question.

Question 7: Are local authorities facilitating community consultation?  Are there any examples of best practice that can be shared?

Public pressure placed on Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council (by myself and other residents) over the last three years has encouraged the Council to engage with ALL Operators. Regular Telecoms Liaison Meetings with Operators and B&DBC Planning Officials are now in place. 

B&DBC also held a Telecoms Inquiry in October 2002 and recently, two Public Consultation exercises; on their draft Supplementary Planning Guidance on Telecoms and their Policy for Masts on land they own.

For this Inquiry, I would suggest that the AP Mobile Group reviews ALL the pages relating to Telecoms (including the Inquiry results, Public Consultation exercises, Telecoms Leaflet for residents, Roll-Out Map, Contacts List for all parties to use etc) on the Basingstoke & Deane website: www.basingstoke.gov.uk/planning/telecoms 

HOWEVER, following their Consultation exercises, B&DBC say they cannot insist that Operators consult with the public BEFORE planning applications for Masts are submitted (ie: to give Pre-Application Consultation), but say they are developing an "Index of Good Practice" that will monitor Operators on a number of issues, including consultation, that will sit in the public domain. 

Question 8: Has the introduction of the 10 commitments improved community consultation and cooperation between industry and government?
With regard to improved community consultation then NO, not significantly. It seems as far as Operators / Agents are concerned, the least they have to Consult, the better!!
Operators / Agents are STILL rating many areas (including densely populated urban residential areas – such as Brighton Hill in Basingstoke) as "Green" under the MOA's Traffic Light System for Public Consultation. Please see Appendix 2 (MS Excel attachment – 4 Pages) - recent information sent to me from O2's Agent, Phil Martin at Andrew Wilkes Associates; and this is even when they are aware there are "active" Groups in the area!

Basingstoke Gazette (2/8/2003): "... Councillor Alex Green [B&DBC's PPG8 Overview & Scrutiny Committee Chairman] said operators were choosing to regard all areas without an Action Group fighting masts as "uncontentious" and not requiring consultation...". I totally agree with this statement. 

Question 9: Is there any good practice from parts of the UK which could be shared?

Please see the points that I raised in Question 7. Due to my "very active" (!) involvement in the Mast issue in Basingstoke, most Operators now approach me when they have Mast requirements in the area. 

Please see Appendix 3 (detailed below) and Appendix 4 (attached MS Word document) detailing an example of what I would consider as "good community consultation". This was undertaken due to public pressure having been placed on the Operator by active Groups in the Community (ie: myself and others). 

Question 10: Is there any good practice in other European countries which could inform debate in the UK? 

I do not consider myself to have the significant knowledge necessary in which to comment on this Question.



APPENDICES:
Appendix 1:
The basics of what the Private Members Bill: "Town and Country Planning (Telecommunication Masts) Bill 2004"does is:

* Scrap's the GPDO so that all applications have to be by prior approval

* Better consideration of the effect on schools and hospitals by first giving them the power to end contracts for masts on school and hospital property

* Ensures that any application near schools and hospitals has to take into account the effects of the beam of greatest intensity

* Ensures that the precautionary principle as set out in Maastrict 130r is taken into account for every application

* Grants financial assistance to those making Applications under Sch 2 to remove Masts

* Other types of masts such as those by NetRail and Dolphin will also require full planning permission

* Most of the present loopholes in planning law that allows installations to be installed without planning permission, and loopholes such as the notorious 56 rule will be scraped.

All applications by full planning, which puts an an end to ALL the loopholes that allows the by-passing of local planning procedures, introduce a precautionary procedure, as well as setting out a more defined emergency installation procedure. The only aspect that this Bill does not do is to stop Operators from putting up unlawful developments but, as most of the procedures would be clearer, Planning Officers will be in less doubt as to their powers, and therefore less ability for Operators to claim obscure parts of the legislation as justification for full unlawful developments.

Appendix 3 (and Appendix 4):
THE PROCESS I DETAIL IN THIS POINT IS, I BELIEVE, HOW ALL OPERATORS / AGENTS SHOULD HANDLE PROPOSALS FOR MASTS IN ALL RESIDENTIAL AREAS (URBAN AND RURAL – NO MATTER WHAT THE TRAFFIC LIGHT MODEL RATING GIVEN); ENGAGING WITH THE COMMUNITY EARLY. SURELY A FAR BETTER WAY OF HANDLING THIS EMOTIVE ISSUE?! 

Having met with Ward Councillors in March 2003, Orange are now proposing to use Borough-owned land for Masts in Hatch Warren and on the borders of Brighton Hill (South) in Basingstoke. 

With the existing B&DBC Land Policy in place, their representative rightly stated that they (quote) "... will, as with any proposal, need to meet the lpa' s criteria for telecomms installations which [they] understand includes consultation of all local residents within 200m of a site....": 

a. Although I am unsure what Traffic Light Rating these proposals were given, Orange and their Agent did engage with Ward Councillors at the very early stages of their cell searching (in March 2003). Having met with Orange (and 3, who are also searching for a location for  Masts in the area), it was highlighted to their Agents in a 'drive around' of the area just what was perceived to be 'contentious' areas in these districts (ie: close to housing etc) and 'less contentious' areas in which to site Masts on. 

b. Orange's Agent put together a Report of their findings for potential sites they had explored during the 'drive around' and detailed this in their Pre-Application Consultation letters. 

c. Having decided to propose two Masts on two different sites, Orange's Agent then put together a draft Consultation Plan indicating just who they proposed to consult with, together with a letter for residents (that myself and other interested parties had the opportunity to comment on prior to these being sent out to residents). 

d. Orange's Agent sent out Pre-Application Consultation letters to residents and amenities within a 200 Metre + radius of the proposed development in Hatch Warren, also including the Ward Councillors and myself. (See Appendix 4 – attached MS Word document). 

e. The two Brighton Hill (South) Ward Councillors were also sent letters on the proposal in their Ward (dated 26 November 2003). As the proposal in Brighton Hill (South) is over 200 Metres from ANY residential housing / amenities (quite an achievement in a densely populated urban residential area one would think?!) , Orange's Agent chose to follow Condition 4 of B&DBC's existing Policy but chose not to offer any Consultation further afield, as they said they had to 'draw the line' somewhere... although I did suggest that they offered consultation further afield! The onus was placed on these Ward Councillors to contact residents / amenities outside of this 200 Metre radius. 

The Agent's letters (dated 26 November) asked these Groups to make them aware of other parties that they considered may wish to have commented on Orange's proposals and for them to make their own comments within 14 (fourteen) days from the date of the letters. Also detailed were the Venue and Times of a 'Drop In' Session they had arranged (Hatch Warren Community Centre - 10 December 2003), for residents in these districts to call in and raise any concerns they had with Orange representatives, along with the findings of their Report; other alternative sites they had investigated and the reasons behind these being 'ruled out'. 

f. Also on 26 November 2003, Orange's Agent erected 'Voluntary Site Notices' close to the proposed development sites. Detailed on these Notices was information on the 'Drop In' Session they had arranged for 10 December. 

g. However, it was me (a mere resident!) that took on the responsibility for co-ordinating the above and for alerting residents to the proposal and the 'Drop In' Session by having information placed in 'The Rabbiter' (Hatch Warren's Monthly Newsletter) and Hatch Warren's 'Village News' Section in the Basingstoke Gazette! Apparently information on this was also placed in the Basingstoke Gazette on 8 December 2003 by Orange's Agent, but in the small "Public Notices" section that the majority of residents wouldn't read! 

The Results: 

Following the end of the 14 Day Pre-Application Consultation period, we were advised by Orange and their Agent (on 23 December) that they received only two letters from households objecting to the Hatch Warren proposal, and one in respect of the proposal in Brighton Hill (South). 

One response was apparently received from St. Marks Primary School, Hatch Warren who registered "no problem with the siting of the mast", which it appears is just over 200 Metres from the proposed site. 

The 'Drop In' Session was attended by all three Hatch Warren Ward Councillors and one Brighton Hill (South) Ward Councillor, along with approximately 15 local residents from these districts; 4 residents interested in the Hatch Warren proposal, 11 interested in the Brighton Hill (South) proposal. 

They are currently in the process of discussing their next course of action for both proposals. 

This "voluntary" consultation was pleasing, but was undoubtedly due to a Condition having been placed in the existing B&DBC Policy, which Operators knew they had to comply with in order to gain approval for siting these Masts on Borough Council-owned land. However, there is absolutely no question in my mind that this level of Consultation was due to public pressure having been placed on them by proactive residents (myself included!) and the Hatch Warren Ward Councillors. 
Appendix 5:

Please find below a selection of press articles that demonstrates why there needs to be a change in the law:
BASINGSTOKE EXTRA (18 JUNE 2003) - LETTERS COLUMN

Sir,

I welcomed your article of 4 June entitled "Changes Ahead for Mast Policy". I would like to make your readers aware of a Two Minute Presentation that I made on this issue to this Council's Cabinet on 24 September 2002, detailed below:

"PPG8 [Government Planning Policy Guidance for Telecoms] states that "Authorities are encouraged to help applicants identify existing and potential sites by making suitable local authority property available to users and by encouraging others to do the same with their property." The key word here is SUITABLE. I am told by a Government Department that the word "property" also relates to "land".

Following correspondence that our MP received from this Council [Katrine Sporle - the then Chief Executive of B&DBC] in February 2002, it would appear that there were no freestanding masts on Borough-owned land, only some equipment on buildings on Council-owned commercial estates. Cynically, residents could be forgiven in thinking that this Council is reluctant to site masts on its' own land. With the number of masts we are told that are 'supposedly' needed [potentially a further 14,000 in the UK by 2007?!], this Council should not 'cop out' of siting masts on its' own land.

Whilst most residents except that more Masts maybe needed, these MUST be placed in sensible and appropriate locations. In revising this Policy [existing Land Policy for Telecoms], this Council should be cautious. From recent correspondence that this Cabinet has received from me and from past Campaigns, residents do not want Operators applying for Masts on ANY land, be it Highways, County or Borough-owned [or land in other ownership], close to housing, schools, hospitals and homes for the elderly, where these are seen to be visually intrusive and where these Groups would have [real] concerns regarding the 'perceived' health risks they carry.

Councillor Mrs Gillian Nethercott, Chair of this Council's DC Committee, was quoted in the Basingstoke Gazette (2/9/02) as saying "We don't want a prolification of masts in the area and we always like to encourage mast sharing." Operators tell us that to reduce the amount of masts with sharing, taller masts will be needed. This Council must surely recognise this fact.

I quote a statement made to me by Councillor Alex Green [PPG8 OSCOM Committee Chairman] in April 2002. "The Council as a whole is in favour of siting masts by agreement with the local community and with regard to the bigger picture, not just the interests of one particular operator or landowner." END.
"SCANDAL OF ROGUE MASTS" (BASINGSTOKE OBSERVER - 15 JANUARY 2004)

An Overton mum claims she has suffered severe headaches and giddiness since an illicit police radio mast was put up in a field near her home - flouting planning laws.

It is the latest in a wave of such action taken by MMO2 Airwave, which has infuriated people from Bishops Green to Overton, Basingstoke’s Camrose Ground to Whitchurch.

But the defiant mast company - one of whose towers was demolished by a protester in the New Forest, has said it will appeal against any enforcement action taken by the borough council as planners met last night (Wednesday) to tackle the latest in its series of rogue masts.

Anxiously waiting for their decision was Sandy Holmes, of Quidhampton, Overton, who told the Observer she feared the mast, which is part of a £2.9 billion nationwide scheme to update police radios, was not only an eyesore, but could be making her sick. She said: “I’ve never really been ill before - ever. I’ve always suffered from migraines, but never this bad. I’m now waiting to go to hospital to have a scan done on my head because I basically feel giddy all the time. There’s something not right, and it’s worrying me that it’s this thing. I’m in the house quite a lot, whereas my husband and the family are at work. I’m in and out all the time, so I am wondering what effect it might be having. It’s ugly, but you also hear so many reports that it could cause cancer and things like that. You just wonder what it is doing. It’s not liked by anyone around here.”

One of Sandy’s neighbours, who didn’t want to be named, said she also worried about the mast: “I was surprised at how prominent it is, but I’m more worried about the safety issues. I am aware it is having some effect. I’ve been getting strange signals coming through on my phone. Suddenly it makes noises when I’m not using it and there’s no one calling me.”

The borough council is expected to take enforcement action to remove this mast, and another on Litchfield Farm Estate at Whitchurch.

However, Josh Berle, spokesman from MMO2, said the company would appeal and would be confident of winning, given ‘the results of previous actions and the nature of the service that we are trying to roll out here, for the emergency services’.

The controversial masts form part of a 112-strong network being installed across Hampshire and other counties as part of a national project to modernise police communications with the tetra system - short for Terrestrial Trunked Radio. MMO2 has a contract with the Home Office to deliver the system, which is said to be more secure, with improved coverage and sound quality. They had been due to hand over the network to Hampshire Constabulary at the end of last year, but planning opposition across the south has caused delays.

In Basingstoke and elsewhere MMO2 has incurred the wrath of residents and planners alike by flouting the process.

A 20 Metre high aerial at the Camrose football ground went up before being given approval, and was actually extended after the company had been ordered to remove it. The lattice mast ? which was also a different design to the plans that had been submitted - was later removed and planning permission was then given for a temporary mono-pole aerial.

Just weeks later MMO2 Airwave sparked a protest by residents in Bishops Green, when contractors arrived at dawn to put up a mast they had been refused planning permission for.

Nearby East Hampshire District Council have refused proposals from MMO2 to erect masts without planning permission, while another aerial in the New Forest was torn down by protesters.

Furious people at Rogate, in Sussex, are in the midst of a protest against a Tetra mast, with dozens of complaints about headaches, nausea, hallucinations and nosebleeds.

The system is currently being tested in Hampshire and is now expected to be ready by early March.

A spokesperson for Hampshire Constabulary said that their relationship with MMO2 was ‘just a client and customer one’, with MMO2 responsible for putting up the masts, and applying for planning permission. “We just take the service from them,” she said.

Councillor Ian Tilbury, independent Councillor for Overton, said: “It’s a scandal that the company is able to carry on like this. They’ve got a contract to get in place and they don’t care how they do it. They’re just railroading it through. The planning system needs to have more teeth [my emphasis].”

On the health concerns he said: “According to the Stewart Report they’re only just within the limit.” The Stewart Report on mobile phones warned that frequencies of 16Hz might affect brain activity. Tetra masts are said to pulse at 17.6Hz.

Cllr Tilbury said: “They don’t know how save it is. In the 1960s we were told nuclear power was safe! It’s safe until someone proves otherwise, but then it’s too late.”

MMO2 says there is no evidence the system is harmful. They say it complies with standards set by the National Radiological Protection Board (NRPB) and emissions are in a fraction of the guidelines. END.

"FURY AT MAST CHEATS" (Basingstoke Observer - 8 January 2004)

"A Mast company has defied Basingstoke planners yet again by erecting a police radio aerial in a field near Overton, just months after their application was refused.

Concerned residents raised the alarm after the latest rogue mast appeared in a field next to Kennel Copse.

Council planners went to investigate and found the structure was a Tetra transmitter, strikingly similar to a design submitted by telecommunications company MMO2 that was refused in August. They had ruled that the mast would be 'detrimental to the visual amenities of this part of the countryside', however, they later granted permission 

for the company to share another existing mast inside nearby woodland.

The council is expected to order the illegal mast to be removed when planners meet next Wednesday (14 January). MMO2 have a contract with the Home Office to deliver a £2.9 billion system to update police radios. The TETRA system - short for TErrestrial Trunked RAdio - is said to be more secure, with improved coverage and sound quality. However, the technology is surrounded by controversy, with some experts suggesting that the new kit will be damaging to peoples' health.

The company jumped the gun last summer when they erected a 20 Metre tall aerial at the Camrose football ground a week before their application for the temporary transmitter was due to be considered by borough planners.

The lattice-style mast that appeared in the ground's car park was described by residents as a 'mini Eiffel Tower', and bore little resemblance to plans submitted to the council. Enforcement officers ordered the company to take the structure down, but the mast was actually extended before it was finally removed.

The application for the mast was finally given the go-ahead in September, but just weeks later MMO2 defied council planners once again. Residents staged an impromptu protest after contractors arrived by cover of dawn to erect a mast at Bishops Green, which the company had been refused permission for the previous month. The company says it has deadlines to meet."

RESIDENTS' FURY AS PHONE MAST PROTESTS IGNORED (Newbury Weekly - 18/9/2003)

A Phone Mast has been built at Bishops Green in spite of planning permission being refused and despite the anger of residents who campaigned against it.

The Mast, built by Airwave MMO2. had been refused planning permission by Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council on August 27 on the grounds of insufficient information being made available by Airwave MMO2 and of visual intrusion.

On Monday, local residents, some of whom had previously threatened to chain themselves to the council offices in protest at the mast, were horrified to see that it was in the process of being erected. Following the threat of an enforcement notice by the council, the builders stopped work, only to return at 7am the next morning. Police arrived shortly afterwards to remove protesters from the site, which is 180m from a children's play area on Eagle Road. The mast will in fact be used as part of Hampshire Police's new Airwave telecommunications system.

Local resident, Antonia Francis, of Bishops Green Farmhouse, protested at the site on Monday and Tuesday. She said: "We cannot believe it has got to this stage, but we will fight it all the way through. We do not believe there is a need for this mast."

A Council Enforcement Officer surveyed the situation that morning, but the Mast had been built by the time a notice could be prepared.

The Chairman of Bishops Green Community Association, Bob Henderson said: "Basingstoke & Deane have been made a laughing stock. They should have had an enforcement notice ready to be served last night." A spokeman for Basingstoke & Deane Council, Paul Galliford, said: "The Council was made aware that Airwave MMO2 was constructing its Mast without planning consent. Enforcement Officers contacted the company to request that these works ceased, and were given assurances that Airwave MMO2 would comply. After a site visit on Tuesday morning, it was apparent that construction works had continued despite the assurances."

The Mast has now been completed and, as Airwave MMO2 is currently appealing the planning decision of the council, it cannot be made to take it down until the end of the appeal process.

A spokeman for Airwave MMO2, Peter Sitch, confirmed that the appeal had been lodged and said: "It is not an ideal situation but we have an unenviable record in having won appeals in England - virtually every one we have made." He stressed that the Mast was temporary and added: "We believe that the council refused permission on the grounds of health and that is not a reason to have refused the Mast." [Peter Sitch's comments were untrue. B&DBC did not refuse the Mast on health grounds and residents are aware of a number of Appeals that Airwave O2 have lost in England! The Mast has now been dismantled.]

MOTHER'S SHOCK AS WORK STARTS ON PHONE MAST BASE STATION (Newbury Weekly 11/9/03)
"A Bishops Green woman, who successfully spearheaded a campaign to get proposals for a mobile phone mast in the village overturned, was horrified when she returned from holiday last week to find part of it had been built.

Proposals by mobile phone operators [Airwave] O2, to build the mast, aimed at improving police communications 180 m from a children's play area at Eagle Road, and on the edge of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, were recently turned down by Basingstoke Councillors.

Concerned mothers had threatened to chain themselves to council offices in Basingstoke if the proposals got the go-ahead and had won the backing of the local Conservative MP for North Hampshire, Sir George Young.

Now, Antonia Francis, who has two young children and made a four-minute speech to Basingstoke councillors, summarising objections to the proposals, and whose kitchen window would have overlooked the mast, said she was shocked to find part of the work had been carried out.

Mrs Francis said she had been losing sleep due to extra worry and work involved in fighting the mast application and had made the discovery on return from a week away with her family. "We came back from our holidays on Sunday evening and since I left on September 1, they had done the ground work, including putting in hard core and the base station," she said. "they have put an orange fence around it, you can see it from our house."

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council spokesman Paul Galliford, confirmed the council had received a query over the erection of an equipment box on the site and would be asking the company to remove it. "Officers have been asked to follow this up and found the information to be correct, " he said. "The council will now be approaching the applicant to ask that they voluntarily remove the equipment. Should this not prove to be successful, the council will seek to take formal enforcement action."

The application was also opposed by Ecchinswell and Sydmonton Parish Council and children's nurseries in the area. In her speech to councillors, Mrs Francis said there were 214 children under 16 in Bishops Green, who all used the Eagle Road playground, together with local pupils from the local pre-school. Planning guidance states that masts should be at least 200m away from such areas."

"ROGUE COP MAST IS DOOMED" (Basingstoke Observer - Thursday 4 September 2003)

"A Police Radio Mast - built next to the Camrose ground without planning approval - will have to be dismantled after Councillors deferred judgement on it.

Shocked Basingstoke planners heard that the MMO2 Airwave Mast illicitly put up was nothing like the plans submitted to the Council. The Observer had exclusively revealed that Airwave has 'jumped the gun' by starting work on the controversial 20 Metre high Mast at Basingstoke Town's ground a week before a decision was due to be made on the application.

But the distinctive lattice Mast - described as a 'mini Eiffel Tower' - that appeared in the Camrose Car Park was never part of the application being considered by the Development Control Committee. These plans just show a monopole.

Councillors deferred a decision on this 'slim' Mast - asking the mobile communications giant to provide more information and to look at alternative sites. But, in the meantime, the Borough's Enforcement Officers are investigating the rogue lattice Mast and taking action to have it removed. A Council spokesman said: "They've put up something that they haven't even applied to put up."

Campaigners in Bishop's Green are also celebrating after the Committee unanimously rejected the 26.8 Metre temporary Mast planned for a nearby field. Councillors slated the application for providing insufficient information on Mast Sharing and alternative sites and for being a 'visual intrusion' in a designated Area of Special Landscape. Antonia Fraser, whose house would have been just 120 Metres away from the antenna said: "The Committee were amazed at the arrogance of the company to put the application forward with so many omissions."

Committee Member Cllr Jane Frankum later criticised the lack of public consultation on both sites.

The Airwave Masts are part of a £2.9 billion scheme being rolled out across the UK to update Police Radio Communications. The new system, known as 'Tetra' (Terrestrial Trunk Radio), is said to be more secure."

LETTERS COLUMN: BASINGSTOKE OBSERVER (4/9/03)

I read your article entitled "Police Mast 'Jumps Gun'" with great concern.

Having myself been campaigning for sensible and appropriate locations for Masts and trying to get other Operators to undertake Pre-Application Consultation with Borough residents, it is only recently that I have started to correspond with Airwave O2.

I have reminded Peter Sitch that his Agent, supposedly acting on Airwave's instructions, was advised by the Council's Planning Department back in May to consult with residents prior to this and other applications. It appears that their Agent disregarded this advice, yet Mr Sitch quoted in a previous E Mail to me that he has "... confidence in their, and [Airwave's], ability to follow through on any advice or recommendations for wider and more detailed community consultation that they may be given by elected or appointed officers....".

Although other Operators are now consulting with residents in some areas of Basingstoke, doesn't this just go to show the shear arrogance of this Operator / Agent, who it seems is also prepared to 'ride roughshod' over the planning process in order to get these Masts erected? I have yet to gain a response from Mr Sitch on this matter... [to which a response was never forthcoming... no surprises there then!]

Simon J. Preedy

"CHANGES AHEAD FOR MAST POLICY" - (BASINGSTOKE GAZETTE EXTRA - 4 JUNE 2003)

Basingstoke Council is set to lift restrictions on mobile phone masts being erected on council-owned land. Up to now, the restrictions have meant there has been a virtual ban on phone masts on council sites. The borough authority is undertaking a review of its policy to adopt a more flexible approach to accommodating masts on council-owned land.

As part of this process, council officials will also look at the map produced by mobile phone operators of areas which shows where they need masts and will check it against available council-owned land for potential use for mast sites. At present, there are no masts on council land.

Cllr Paula Baker, Cabinet member for forward planning, told The Basingstoke Extra: "There is not an actual ban on phone masts being erected on council land at the moment. But the operators say that the kind of contracts and conditions that we as landowners ask them to agree to are more onerous than with other landowners. The result is they look elsewhere for a mast site. It means that you end up with a piece of council-owned land which would be appropriate to have a telecom mast on not being used - and a piece of land in other ownership which is perhaps closer to people's houses being used as a site for a mast. There is in fact not a single mobile phone mast on any piece of council-owned land at the moment. Officers in the council's properties department are in the process of producing a new contract and a different more modern policy for us. I think, almost certainly, we will agree new terms for the use of council-owned land for the siting of mobile phone masts."

Cllr Baker said that if a piece of council land is the most appropriate site for a mast in a particular location, the council procedures and policies should not get in the way of that happening. She explained: "Every year the phone operators produce a map of gaps in coverage that they hope to remedy with masts during the coming year. We have got them to put all their plans on one map and to agree to allow us to publish it so local communities can be aware of places that the operators are looking to erect masts. We will now be checking this against our map of council-owned property and discuss the potential use of council sites with them."

Members recommended the council should seek the identification of appropriate sites for telecom equipment at the outset of new developments. They suggested that, in densely populated areas, the council should encourage a larger number of innovatively-designed smaller base stations. In residential areas, the council, operators and residents should work together to determine the best approach to mast-siting, and in rural areas the emphasis should continue to be on mast-sharing to minimise visual intrusion.

Cllr John Shaw, Cabinet member for recreation and culture, said: "I welcome the council's commitment within this review to adopt a more flexible approach to accommodating masts on council-owned land. This comes out of the concern of mast campaigners and the community in general that because no masts were sited on council land it meant that some masts were sited on land which was less appropriate. The use of council land gives greater scope for masts to be sited in places that are less obtrusive."

"MOVE TO BRING IN MASTS POLICY" - (BASINGSTOKE GAZETTE - 2 AUGUST 2002)

"A flood of phone mast applications for land owned by Basingstoke Council could lead to a shake-up in the way they are handled.

Mike Davies, the Council's Head of Property Services, told the Environmental Scrutiny Committee [24 July 2002]: "So many applications are being received that it seems logical to establish an approach for dealing with them. We think it's absolutely vital." He said they are currently five tests with which applicants have to comply, but they were drawn up in 2000 in response to one particular instance and might not work for others.

Head of Strategic Planning, Ian Thompson said some applicants were not consulting about their proposed masts under agreed protocols. He added: "The first we know about it is when we get the planning application. That causes us problems. We made this point to the operators and they accepted it."

Mr Davies said any changes to the policy will be subject to public consultation so Parish Councils and interested groups can have their say.

Councillor Martin Biermann, the Committee Vice-Chairman, said: "In accepting these masts have to be somewhere, we cannot 'cop out' of it, otherwise they will go somewhere else where they affect residents even more."

Councillor Alex Green [PPG8 Overview & Scrutiny Committee Chairman] said operators were choosing to regard all areas without an Action Group fighting masts as "uncontentious" and not requiring consultation."..."

"CONSULTANT TO BE SHOWN PREFERRED SITES FOR MASTS" (BASINGSTOKE GAZETTE 4/12/2002)

"A Telecoms Consultant is to be shown suitable locations for mobile phone masts in Hatch Warren. The tour is to be carried out by the Ward Councillors in a bid to solve the ongoing battle of where to site the controversial equipment.

The rare meeting is a breakthrough for mast campaigners who have been trying to get the Operators to consult residents and Ward Councillors before submitting an application, often in controversial areas.

On Thursday, a Consultant from Andrew Wilkes Associates [Agent for 3, amongst others!], working with the Operators to identify mast sites, will be driven around Hatch Warren, Beggarwood and areas near the Motorway, where people are happy for a mast to be located. It will also provide an opportunity for the representative to explain where masts are needed.

Cllr Phil Heath, who will be joined by his fellow Ward Councillors Dan Putty and Harry Robinson tomorrow said: 'I think this is the first time anyone has gone with them on the ground to say 'tell me how effective the signal is in the area, what do we need to do and how far can it go? First, we've got to identify relatively safe sites in areas where they won't be visually intrusive and are sufficiently far away from housing. The Consultant will see real communities rather than just bits of paper.'"

BASINGSTOKE GAZETTE (18/12/2002) - LETTERS COLUMN

Sir,

I read your article entitled 'Consultant to be shown preferred sites for Masts' (Basingstoke Extra 4/12/ 2002) with great interest.

It would appear that this meeting was instigated by local Hatch Warren residents' recent campaigns for sensible and appropriate locations for phone masts, forcing the Operator's Agent into meeting with our Ward Councillors. I hope that other Operators / Agents now follow suit.

Whilst I welcome this meeting as a positive step forward, and have every faith in my Ward Councillors to be proactive and highlight possible contentious and uncontentious sites, Operators should also be prepared to consult with residents directly, prior to any mast application close to housing / schools etc. This is, after all, laid down in their Ten Commitments for Best Practice. However, residents are still awaiting a response from an Operator who had suggested a meeting with them back in early October!

Councillors in other Wards must surely now be proactive and speak with Operators / Agents, insisting that this type of meeting occurs with them in their Wards as well. Another Telecoms Meeting with Residents Groups, Council Officials and Operators is planned shortly, where Ward Councillors will have an opportunity to raise this matter with the Operators.

COME ON WARD COUNCILLORS - BE PROACTIVE - help the residents in your Wards secure sensible and appropriate locations for phone masts... and help put an end to all these tiresome mast campaigns!

Simon J. Preedy

Cyprus Road

Hatch Warren

“MP DISAPPOINTED BY MINISTER'S RESPONSE” (BASINGSTOKE GAZETTE - 22 MARCH 2004)
 
By Hugh Cadman
 

Basingstoke MP Andrew Hunter has classed a reply from a Government minister about the health effects of phone masts as “an absolute non-response”.

 

His latest involvement was prompted by constituents’ concerns about the controversial TETRA mast in Wildmoor Lane, near Sherfield-on-Loddon. This has been erected as part of a national network for the police.

 

In a written parliamentary question, Mr Hunter asked the Home Secretary, Jack Straw, about the representations he had received on a piece of Government planning guidance to local authorities. The guidance – known as PPG8 – says that where masts meet the standards laid down by a key international commission (ICNIRP), it should not be necessary for a local planning authority to consider further health effects of the proposal.

 

Planning minister Keith Hill said he had been asked to reply and wrote to Mr Hunter saying only that many representations were received on the subjects relating to the telecommunications industry and the information “could only be provided at disproportionate cost”. 

 

Mr Hunter said he was disappointed with the reply. “I think this is an area the Government wants to go away,” he said. “I find it such a fog of confusion. First of all, the Government is adamant there is no health risk worthy of consideration, but there have been one or two research papers which constituents of mine and others have sent to me suggesting this may not be the case. So there are people in good faith challenging the Government on this.”

 

Mr Hunter said he has sought clarification on the borough council’s approach from Roy Thompson, head of planning, and will continue to act on genuine concerns.

 

Meanwhile, neighbours of the TETRA mast in Wildmoor Lane say they will continue to campaign for its removal from the SCATS site. John Fearon, of Pound Meadow, Sherfield-on-Loddon, said: “There is strong feeling against this in Sherfield and we are planning further action.” 
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