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If you would like free help to understand this document in your own language, please phone us on 01952 382121. You can also get this information in large print, in Braille and on audio tape.
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1. 
Introduction

1.1
Telford and Wrekin Council has prepared a Draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) on Telecommunications Development. The SPD provides detail about the Council’s planning approach towards Telecommunications Development developments in the Borough and is intended for use by developers, applicants for planning permission, the  and the general public. It will be a material planning consideration when the Council determines planning applications for telecommunications development
1.2
This Public Participation Statement supports the SPD and relates to the public and stakeholder engagement carried out in its preparation and has been prepared in order to provide feed back to consultees on how the representations made during its preparation have been dealt with and to meet the requirements of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2008.
1.3
The Telecommunications Development SPD has also been prepared in accordance with the Borough of Telford & Wrekin Statement of Community Involvement (SCI), which was adopted 8th May 2006. The SCI can be viewed on the Council’s website.
2.
Early Consultation

2.1
An initial consultation draft of the Telecommunications Development SPD was published for a six week period of preliminary engagement from 22nd December 2006 – 2nd February 2007. It was made available on the Council’s website, and at the council offices in Darby House and Civic Offices.

2.3
Copies of the document and an accompanying letter requesting comments were sent to Council Members, Parish Councils, adjoining Local Authorities and specific consultation bodies. Including telecommunication systems operators. 
2.4
In addition, all individuals, organisations and interest groups whose details were recorded on the council’s LDF database were notified in writing of the opportunity to comment on the Telecommunications development SPD. Details of how, where and when to submit comments were included in the correspondence. Details are included in Appendix 2 of the planning consultants notified, Appendix 3 shows the interest groups notified and Appendix 4 shows the local residents and landowners and businesses that were notified at this stage.

2.5
In total 22 consultees submitted comments as part of the early consultation on the SPD, these are set out in Appendix 5. To minimise repetition of consultee and officer comments and to keep this consultation statement user-friendly, the consultee responses have been grouped by the issues raised, rather than by setting out individual consultee comments with Council responses. In some cases this has led to a subdivision of consultee comments. 

2.6
Council officers reported consultation comments, together with recommendations for changes to the Telecommunications Development SPD to the Council’s Development Plan Steering Group (DPSG) which is a cross political party working group in April 2007. The Development Plan Steering Group then facilitated changes to be made to the SPD in light of consultee comments. 
 
3.
Formal Consultation

3.1
The formal consultation period for the draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) on Telecommunications Development ran from 12 July 2007 to 23 August 2007. The Council made available for comment the SPD, the Sustainability Appraisal, the Statement of SPD matters and the draft Statement of Consultation. These documents were available to view at the council offices in Darby House and Civic Offices and on the council’s website. The documents were also available at all Libraries, post offices and community centres in the Borough, at the Wrekin Housing Trust offices and on the Council’s website. In addition, a Statutory Notice regarding the SPD was be published in the Shropshire Star newspaper on 12 July 2007.

3.2
A full set of necessary documents were sent directly to Council Members, Parish Councils, adjoining Local Authorities and specific consultation bodies. Appendix 6 contains a list of the bodies sent a copy of the SPD
3.3
All individuals, organisations and interest groups notified at the early consultation stage and any further individuals, organisations or interest groups who have subsequently registered an interest in the LDF or Telecommunications Development SPD, were notified of the availability of the SPD for comment. 

3.4
Appendix 7 shows the bodies, groups or individuals from whom  representations were received. 
3.5
Appendix 8 contains a summary of the main issues raised in the representations received at formal consultation and how these issues have been addressed in the SPD

Appendix 1 - List of statutory consultation bodies sent copies of SPD during early consultation

	Adbaston Parish Council
	Adjoining Parish 

	Advantage West Midlands
	Government Agency

	Atisreal (on Behalf of Royal Mail Group)
	Utilities & Services

	Barrow Parish Council
	Adjoining Parish 

	Blymhill & Weston-under-Lizard Parish Council
	Adjoining Parish 

	Bridgnorth District Council
	Local Authority

	CABE
	Government Agency

	Chetwynd Aston & Woodcote Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Chetwynd Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Church Aston Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Connexions Shropshire, Telford & Wrekin
	Government Agency

	Dawley Hamlets Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	DE Operations North
	Government Agency

	Defence Estates
	Utilities & Services

	Department for Education and Skills
	Gov Department

	Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
	Gov Department

	Department of Culture, Media and Sport
	Government Agency

	Department of Trade and Industry
	Gov Department

	Department of Transport
	Gov Department

	Dudley Metropolitan Borough Council
	Local Authority

	Edgmond Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	English Heritage
	Government Agency

	English Partnerships
	Government Agency

	Ercall Magna Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Eyton Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Forton Parish Council
	Adjoining Parish 

	GOWM
	Gov Department

	Great Dawley Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Hadley & Leegomery Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Highways Agency
	Government Agency

	Hollinswood & Randlay Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Home Office
	Government Agency

	House of Commons
	

	Hutchison 3G Ltd
	Utilities & Services

	Jobcentre Plus
	Government Agency

	Kemberton Parish Council
	Adjoining Parish 

	Ketley Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Kynnersley Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Lawley & Overdale Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Lilleshall and Donnington Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Little Wenlock Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Madeley Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Mercury Personal Communications
	Utilities & Services

	MLL Telecom Ltd
	Utilities & Services

	Mobile Operators Association
	Government Agency

	National Grid Transco
	Utilities & Services

	National Playing Fields Association
	Government Agency

	Natural England
	Government Agency

	Network Rail
	Government Agency

	Newport Town Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	North Shropshire District Council
	Local Authority

	Npower Renewables
	Utilities & Services

	Oakengates Town Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Office of Government Commerce
	Government Agency

	Orange Personal Communications Services Ltd
	Utilities & Services

	Oswestry Borough Council
	Local Authority

	Powergen UK
	Utilities & Services

	Preston on the Wealdmoors Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Princess Royal NHS Trust
	Utilities & Services

	Railtrack
	Utilities & Services

	RICS
	Regional Group

	Rodington Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	RPS on behalf of BT GROUP LTD
	Utilities & Services

	Severn Trent Water Ltd
	Utilities & Services

	Shrewsbury and Atcham Borough Council
	Local Authority

	Shropshire Chamber of Commerce
	Government Agency

	Shropshire County Council
	Local Authority

	Shropshire County Council
	Local Authority

	Shropshire Fire and Rescue Service
	Utilities & Services

	South Shropshire District Council
	Local Authority

	South Staffordshire Council
	Local Authority

	Sport England
	Government Agency

	St Georges and Priorslee Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Stafford Borough Council
	Local Authority

	Staffordshire County Council
	Local Authority

	Staffordshire County Council
	Local Authority

	Stanton Upton Hine Heath Parish Council
	Adjoining Parish 

	Stirchley & Brookside Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Stoke Upon Tern Parish Council
	Adjoining Parish 

	Sutton Maddock Parish Council
	Adjoining Parish 

	Telford & Shropshire Marketing Partnership
	Government Agency

	Telford & Wrekin Local Management Committee
	Local Authority

	Telford & Wrekin Primary Care Trust
	Utilities & Services

	Telford & Wrekin Primary Care Trust
	Utilities & Services

	Telford & Wrekin Primary Care Trust
	Utilities & Services

	Telford Development Agency
	Government Agency

	Telford Police
	Utilities & Services

	The Community Council Of Shropshire
	Government Agency

	Natural England
	Government Agency

	The Environment Agency
	Government Agency

	The Gorge Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	The Housing Corporation
	Government Agency

	The Housing Corporation
	Government Agency

	The Planning Inspectorate
	Gov Department

	Tibberton & Cherrington Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Visit Heart of England -Regional Tourist Board
	Government Agency

	Vodafone Ltd
	Utilities & Services

	Waters Upton Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Wellington Town Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	West Coast Energy Limited
	Utilities & Services

	West Mercia Constabulary
	Utilities & Services

	West Mercia Probation Service
	Utilities & Services

	West Midlands Probation Service
	Utilities & Services

	West Midlands Regional Assembly
	Government Agency

	WM Planning and Transportation Sub Committee
	Regional Group

	WM Planning and Transportation Sub-Committee
	Regional Group

	Wolverhampton City Council
	Local Authority

	Wolverhampton City Council
	Local Authority

	Wrockwardine Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Wrockwardine Parish Council / CPRE
	Government Agency

	Wrockwardine Wood and Trench Parish Council
	Parish Council Clerk

	Zoe Gallin
	Government Agency

	Shropshire Chamber of Commerce
	Government Agency


Appendix 2 - List of Planning Consultants notified during early consultation

	Gough Planning Services
	Planning Consultant

	The Les Stephan Partnership
	Planning Consultant

	Stride Treglown
	Planning Consultant

	AJP Designs
	Planning Consultant

	Hayward Design & Build Ltd
	Planning Consultant

	Mason Richards Planning
	Planning Consultant

	CgMs Consulting
	Planning Consultant

	Boyer Planning
	Planning Consultant

	King Sturge
	Planning Consultant

	RPS Planning Transport & Environment
	Planning Consultant

	The Planning Bureau Limited
	Planning Consultant

	Planning Issues Ltd
	Planning Consultant

	Charles F Jones & Son
	Planning Consultant

	Mr Brian Legan
	Planning Consultant

	Allan Moss Associates Ltd
	Planning Consultant

	Mysons Associates
	Planning Consultant

	King Sturge
	Planning Consultant

	Development Planning Partnership
	Planning Consultant

	RPS Planning, Transport
	Planning Consultant

	Boyer Planning
	Planning Consultant

	DTZ Pieda Consulting
	Planning Consultant

	King Sturge
	Planning Consultant

	The Planning Bureau Limited
	Planning Consultant

	AAP Consulting Limited
	Planning Consultant

	Milwood Homes
	Planning Consultant

	Hulme Upright Manning Planning
	Planning Consultant

	Carter Jonas
	Planning Consultant

	SLR Consulting Ltd
	Planning Consultant

	Adams Holmes Associates
	Developer/agent

	Barbers
	Developer/agent

	Terence O'Rourke Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Jennings Homes
	Developer/agent

	Black Country Properties Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Secondsite Property
	Developer/agent

	Barbers
	Developer/agent

	Home Builders Federation
	Developer/agent

	Roger Tym & Partners
	Developer/agent

	Raby Estates
	Developer/agent

	Linden Homes Developments Ltd
	Developer/agent

	B&M Properties (Shropshire) Ltd
	Developer/agent

	O'Connell Construction Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Drivers Jonas
	Developer/agent

	Andrew Dixon
	Developer/agent

	Shropshire Homes Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Days Construction (Telford) Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Bellway Homes West Midlands
	Developer/agent

	Property Intelligence Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Balfours
	Developer/agent

	Beth Johnson HA
	Developer/agent

	Bromford Corinthian
	Developer/agent

	Bournville Village Trust
	Developer/agent

	Brockhall Village Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Barton Willmore Partnership
	Developer/agent

	GVA Grimley
	Developer/agent

	Roger Parry
	Developer/agent

	Westbury Homes (Holdings) Ltd
	Developer/agent

	FPD Savills Oxford
	Developer/agent

	Smith Stuart Reynolds
	Developer/agent

	Hadley Park House Hotel
	Developer/agent

	Gordon Wood & Co. Chartered Surveyors
	Developer/agent

	Burton Knowles Property Assets Consultancy
	Developer/agent

	Barbers
	Developer/agent

	Haston Reynolds Partnership
	Developer/agent

	ABS Design Associates Limited
	Developer/agent

	Haston Reynolds Partnership
	Developer/agent

	Solution Works (UK) Ltd
	Developer/agent

	GVA Grimley
	Developer/agent

	John Alison Chartered Surveyors
	Developer/agent

	Malcolm Bailey Architects
	Developer/agent

	
	Developer/agent

	Charlesworth Group Ltd
	Developer/agent

	RPS
	Developer/agent

	Harrow Estates Plc
	Developer/agent

	LJD Design
	Developer/agent

	Danriss Property Corporation PLC
	Developer/agent

	Balfours with Lane Fox
	Developer/agent

	Roger Parry
	Developer/agent

	Paul Sharpe Associates
	Developer/agent

	Countrywide Homes Ltd
	Developer/agent

	FPD Savills
	Developer/agent

	FPD Savills
	Developer/agent

	Lands Improvement Holdings plc
	Developer/agent

	Dialogue
	Developer/agent

	Fairclough Homes
	Developer/agent

	Wrekin Housing Trust
	Developer/agent

	Drivers Jonas
	Developer/agent

	Marchmont Chartered Surveyors
	Developer/agent

	David Payne Homes
	Developer/agent

	Turley Associates
	Developer/agent

	C/o Wrekin Housing Trust
	Developer/agent

	Devplan UK
	Developer/agent

	First City
	Developer/agent

	Gordon Wood and Co
	Developer/agent

	Aedas AHR Architects Ltd
	Architects

	Moss & Co. Architects
	Architects

	Pleydell Smithyman Ltd
	Architects

	Mrs Sonia Bird
	Landowner

	Mr Keith Bowater
	Landowner


Appendix 3 - List of Interest Groups notified during early consultation

	3 R's Group
	Interest Group

	Access Group
	Interest Group

	Age Concern
	Interest Group

	Central Dawley Residents Association
	Interest Group

	Coalport Action Group
	Interest Group

	Construction Industry Research and Information Association
	Interest Group

	E4 Environment
	Interest Group

	Forestry Commission
	Interest Group

	General Aviation Awareness Council
	Interest Group

	Ironbridge Gorge Museum Trust
	Interest Group

	Jehovah's Witnesses Telford
	Interest Group

	Landmark Information Group
	Interest Group

	LARA
	Interest Group

	Lilleshall Residents Association
	Interest Group

	Muxton, Donnington & Lilleshall Action Group
	Interest Group

	National Farmers Union Shropshire
	Interest Group

	National Trust
	Interest Group

	Newport Civic Society
	Interest Group

	Newport History Society
	Interest Group

	Newport Regeneration Partnership
	Interest Group

	Oakengates Partnership
	Interest Group

	Parochial Church Council of St Peter, Wrockwardine
	Interest Group

	Peobus Club of Newport
	Interest Group

	QPA England
	Interest Group

	Rodington Village Hall Committee
	Interest Group

	Shropshire Association of Local Councils
	Interest Group

	Telford & District Trade Union Council
	Interest Group

	Telford & Shropshire Race Equality Council
	Interest Group

	Telford & Wrekin CVS
	Interest Group

	Telford Bridleway Association
	Interest Group

	Telford Senior Citizens Forum
	Interest Group

	Telford Steam Railway
	Interest Group

	The Bank Community Group
	Interest Group

	The Showmens Guild of Great Britain
	Interest Group

	Wellington LA21
	Interest Group

	Wellington Partnership
	Interest Group

	Wrekin Conservation Association
	Interest Group

	Wrockwardine Village Hall Committee
	Interest Group

	Wrockwardine Village Millenium Committee
	Interest Group

	Mrs June Softly
	Interest Group

	The British Wind Energy Association
	Interest Group

	Telford & East Shropshire of CAMRA
	Interest Group

	CPRE
	Interest Group


Appendix 4 - List of Residents and Landowners notified during early consultation

	Manby & Steward
	Developer/agent

	Mr&Mrs S Smith
	Resident

	Mr B Begley
	Resident

	McCarthy and Stone (Development) Ltd
	Developer/agent

	GVA Grimley
	Developer/agent

	Mr&Mrs P Griffin
	Resident

	Mr C Warrington
	Resident

	Fradley Estates
	Landowner

	British Sugar PLC
	Business - Local

	Mr J Wilmot
	Resident

	George Wimpey North Midlands
	Developer/agent

	Maxell Europe Ltd
	Business - Local

	Mr S Jones
	Resident

	Mr B Ashley
	Resident

	Mr D Latham
	Resident

	Mr P Edwards
	Resident

	Mr A Murray
	Resident

	Mr J Wright
	Resident

	Galliers Homes Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Malamar Homes Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Parkhill Estates Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Mr P Bagnall
	Landowner

	Mr V Patel
	Landowner

	Mr G C Rickards
	Landowner

	Mr P Egan
	Landowner

	Mr F Jones
	Landowner

	Mr Derry
	Landowner

	Mr R Marsh
	Landowner

	Mr Hodson
	Landowner

	FPS (UK) Ltd
	Landowner

	Mr J Wellings
	Landowner

	Mere Park Garden Centre
	Landowner

	C/O Harry Price (Sand & Gravel)
	Landowner

	Lichfield Diocesan Board of Finance
	Interest Group

	Shropshire County Primary Care Trust
	Interest Group

	Universities Superannuation Scheme Ltd
	Interest Group

	National Offender Management Service
	Interest Group

	Mrs L Spencer
	Resident

	Mr B Marmont
	Resident

	Bennett Homes Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Mr M S Walker
	Resident

	Mr A Craddock
	Resident

	The Lucy Hopkins Trust
	Landowner

	Wrekin Farmers Ltd
	Landowner

	Mr D Briggs
	Landowner

	Lord Staffords Estates
	Landowner

	Taylor Woodrow
	Developer/agent

	Jardin Homes Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Bourne & Painter
	Developer/agent

	Tylers of Bilston Ltd
	Landowner

	Bovale Limited
	Developer/agent

	Landmatch Ltd
	Developer/agent

	Mr R Roberts
	Landowner

	Messrs Hockenhull
	Landowner

	Mr Thornton
	Landowner

	Wellings Ltd
	Resident

	West Midlands Region RSL Planning Consortium
	Developer/agent

	Redman Heenan Properties Limited
	Developer/agent

	Mr C Nedic
	Landowner

	Mr A Willder
	Landowner

	Breton Park Homes
	Landowner

	Messrs Hughes
	Landowner

	Mr R Griffiths
	Landowner

	Mr D Cartwright
	Resident

	New Hadley Car Sales
	Landowner

	Telford Trade Park Ltd
	Landowner

	David Mclean Homes
	Developer/agent

	Mrs P Mostyn
	Resident

	Dr D Handley
	Resident

	J. M Bubb and Son
	Landowner

	Dealers Ltd
	Landowner

	Mr H Parton
	Landowner

	Mr R Howells
	Landowner

	Mr G Marsh
	Resident

	Mr D Williams
	Landowner

	Mr J Brown
	Landowner

	Mr C Lisk
	Landowner

	Ennstone Precast Limited
	Landowner

	Malamar Homes
	Developer/agent

	Marches Care Ltd
	Landowner

	Exors of F Holland
	Landowner

	Malamar Homes
	Landowner

	Executors of D. M. Adams
	Landowner

	Mr M Knowles
	Resident

	Mr R Davies
	Resident

	Mr J McGrory
	Landowner

	UK Coal Mining Ltd
	Business - National

	Mr S V Taylor
	Resident


Appendix 5 - Consultees comments at early engagement stage and the Council’s response

Hollinswood and Randlay Parish Council 
· The document does not deal with the distance from residential properties. A specific distance would be easier to monitor and use when considering applications.

· Add an additional bullet point at 3 - Planning Procedures.

· We should actively publicise and encourage use of the mast map register. When permission is granted, it should include a condition that it is added to the register.

· Wherever possible, the masts should be of a design that will blend with other existing street furniture.

Council Response

Government guidance contained in PPG8 paragraph 31 holds that local planning authorities should not implement their own precautionary policies e.g. by way of imposing a ban or moratorium on new telecommunications development or insisting on minimum distances between new telecommunications development and existing development. The introduction of a specific distance from residential properties is therefore not considered appropriate.

Hollinswood and Randlay Parish Council  

Mrs June Softley  

Newport Town Council
Mr Brian Begley  

Stirchley and Brookside Parish Council

Telford & Wrekin Senior Citizens Forum

Great Dawley Parish Council               

Page 6 of the consultation document mentions a "mast register" showing the locations of masts, including a map of the urban area illustrating the extent of the telecommunications infrastructure. It goes on to say that the Register will be available on the Council website from winter 2006. Does this imply that only residents with access to the web will be able to see the Register or will there also be a hard copy for general perusal? If such a hard copy exists it would be helpful for the Planning Document to explain how, where and when the public can see it.

Mast register – It is felt that the publication of a mast register will be helpful if maintained up to date. More useful would be copies of the providers' strategic maps, showing their target sites. This would allow parish and unitary authorities to take a more strategic overview of individual applications.

It is presumed that any application for mast sharing should be considered favourably as opposed to individually. If this is not possible, then full reasons why not should be given.       

The document should encourage the use of multiple masts.

It is felt that the "mast register" should include not only a town map of the urban area of Telford but also a map of the rural area to indicate the location of telecommunication sites.

Council Response

A hard copy of the Mast Register is available to view in the Council Offices at Darby House during working hours Monday-Friday 8.30 -17.15. Technical issues have meant that the Mast Register has not yet made available on the Council’s website, however it is anticipated that this will be rectified and a borough-wide map based Mast Register will be available to view on the website during 2007.

Mast sharing is referred to in the SPD and encouraged providing that there is sufficient height separation between the differing operating equipment. This will inevitably result in a higher and potentially more visually intrusive mast. Government guidance set out in PPG8 in particular paragraph 66 holds that applicants are required to explore and provide evidence of the possibility of sharing an existing radio site prior to planning approval.

Age concern  
The document is clear, reasonably detailed and helpful.

The danger may indeed be minimal but those who live, work or attend school or college within 150 metres of a base station should be protected from possible danger by base stations being sited well outside the 150 metres radius.

The statement on page 11 in the document which indicates that "where practical, the Council will attempt to consult those in properties within 150 metres radius of a proposed site for telecommunications development.............. " is a very watered down undertaking to consult. The omission of "where practical" would go some way to make this more convincing!

Council Response

The Government maintains that if a proposed mobile phone base station meets the ICNIRP guidelines for public exposure, it should not be necessary for a local planning authority, in processing an application for planning permission or prior approval, to consider further the health aspects and concerns about them.

The comment regarding the consultation of properties within 150 meters is accepted and it is proposed to amend both the wording and the distance.

Recommended change:

Change wording on page 11 of the document to read “Therefore, the Council will attempt to consult all properties within a 200 meter radius of a proposal for telecommunications development that is subject to a Prior Approval determination as well as a full planning application”.

Age concern  

Little Wenlock Parish Council  

Health Protection Agency

Mr Brian Begley  

Mark Pritchard MP

The SPD makes no reference to how the Council intends to check on mast functionality while the masts are operating. Any mast radiating beyond ICNIRP recommended levels would be in breach of its original planning approval requirement. If this were to arise how would the Council know?

How will the council will assess the perceived risks to health expressed by their residents in relation to any application for mobile transmitters and other EMF related applications?

Although the objective health effects of telecommunications installations are not significant they can nevertheless cause considerable public anxiety particularly when located in the proximity of schools and other establishments where children reside.

There is a shared concern and perception which very many people have about the adverse effects on health resulting from exposure to EMFs. That Government chose to accept the Stewart Report of May 2000 but has failed to convince a large section of the public that no danger exists. The views of the latter deserve respect and to ignore them risks alienating many amongst the residents in Telford & Wrekin.

The SPD needs to more accurately reflect the existing policy of the Borough and in this respect would also urge that, in line with Committee Recommendation 25, it specifically requires applicants to 'provide visual information about the immediate surrounding area to show how a proposed mast would sit within the visual context of the area'.
The SPD identifies that health matters and public concerns have been established as material considerations in planning applications for masts and that it is left to Local Authorities to determine what weight to attach to such considerations when determining a particular case.

Under these circumstances, the SPD should establish clear health consideration guidelines under which the Borough will determine local applications in particular situations rather than merely requiring an ICNIRP Declaration.

Council Response

The Government through PPG8 maintains the view that if a proposed mobile phone base station meets the ICNIRP guidelines for public exposure it should not be necessary for a local planning authority, in processing an application for planning permission or prior approval, to consider further the health aspects and concerns about them.

PPG8 is clear on the matter of emissions from masts. Paragraph 93 holds that operators have responsibilities under health and safety legislation and must abide by the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 and the Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999. 

Paragraph 94 holds that it is not for the local planning authority to seek to replicate through the planning system controls under the health and safety regime. Enforcement of health and safety legislation in this area is a matter for the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and not the local planning authority. 
Little Wenlock Parish Council  

Mark Pritchard MP

We are also concerned that there is nothing in the SPD to deter the practice of avoiding planning permission employed by some applicants - going initially for a mast of under 15m under permitted development, then very rapidly seeking an extension in height to over 15m. This means that masts which might otherwise have been refused planning permission in areas of visual sensitivity are allowed simply by the back door. It is, after all, far more difficult to argue against the extension of an existing mast than the siting of a completely new one.

To close this undesirable loophole and deter such approaches, we suggest that the SPD includes a presumption against masts of less than 15m secured under permitted development being extended in height - either permanently or for a period of years.

There is particular concern that once consent has been given to one telecommunications operator, any subsequent antenna in the same location, whether proposed by the same or another operator does not require the same level of consultation. This leaves many local people feeling disenfranchised and alienated from a process which concerns them directly. My own view is that every telecommunications mast and antenna should be subject to a separate planning application, whether this is dealt with under delegated powers, or by the full planning panel meeting. This would be entirely down to the size, scale and type of application. Nonetheless, by requiring a full planning application for each mast / antenna, the public would be able to make its views known, either directly to the planning department, or through their elected representatives on the Council. Clearly, there will be an increasing need for more masts and antennas throughout the Borough, but this needs to be done in conjunction with public goodwill which can only come about as a result of public consultation.

Council Response

For planning purposes telecommunications development usually falls into one of three categories:

· Antenna and equipment which is permitted development and does not require an application to the Council for prior approval.  The operator or mobile phone company may be required to notify the Council (Licence Notification)

· Installations and equipment or antenna which are permitted development and do not require a full planning application but do require prior approval (usually new ground-based masts or monopoles not exceeding 15 metres in height)

· Telecommunications development that requires a full planning application  (and/or listed building consent) for example any new ground-based mast over 15 metres in height.

The proposal for every telecommunications mast or antenna to require a separate planning application would consequently require Central Government to change Part 24 of the General Development Procedure Order 1995. This is an adopted national policy and states that proposals for a mast under 15 metres in height will be subject to a ‘Prior Approval’ determination rather than a full planning application. This can only be changed by central Government. 

Little Wenlock Parish Council  
Thank you for sending us your Early Consultation Draft which we have read with interest. While we do not feel qualified to comment on some of the more technical details, there are several issues we would like to raise.
Area Specific Guidance

Given their potential impact, we consider it an extremely good idea to establish planning guidelines for masts to be sited in specific areas within the Borough.

However, we believe there is a serious omission in SPD's failure to identify separate guidelines for the Rural Area. Especially so since generally taller and more conspicuous masts are required in rural environments and these can have a particular visual impact. At the same time, activities involved in constructing and maintaining both the masts and their access roads are potentially damaging to important landscape and environmental assets.

With the emphasis placed on the need to safeguard the local landscape, countryside and rural environment in other DPDs in the LDF, we strongly urge the Borough to define guidelines for this specific area in the SPD.

Further Telecommunications Development

We strongly support the retention of Local Plan Policy T21s commitment to resist further telecommunications development at The Wrekin and Ercall Hills and to require that all masts be removed when they are no longer required and would be keen to see this featured prominently in the SPD.

Council Response

It is recognised that the introduction of masts and their access roads can potentially have an impact on the landscape. However this SPD is a borough-wide document which will address both urban and rural areas in Telford & Wrekin and is therefore not considered required to specifically make reference to the rural area. 

The suggestion of the SPD including a presumption against masts of less than 15 metres secured under permitted development rights being extended in height – either permanently or for a period of years would be seen as unduly restrictive by Central Government. If the operators do extend the mast in height, the current system allows the Council to look at the impact of both the mast under 15 meters when determining whether a prior approval is required. Similarly, a planning application would automatically be required to extend a mast to over 15 metres when again the impact of the mast would be considered.

The request to include the wording in Wrekin Local Plan Policy T21 within this document, this is not considered to be necessary. Policy T21 is a saved policy until it is superseded by policy AC11 ‘Telecommunications’ (currently scheduled for December 2009) as part of the Development Control Policies DPD contained within the Council’s Local Development Framework.  
The existing section on ‘Siting and Appearance’ does require the submission of information to justify their chosen design within the existing visual context.

Lilleshall & Donnington Parish Council 
The Council were of the opinion that, whilst it is not Government Policy, the Borough of Telford and Wrekin should adopt a policy similar to that of Milton Keynes with regard to Telecommunications Development and the siting of phone masts. Telford is a relatively new town and as such should have the benefits and protection that the policy adopted by Milton Keynes provides it.

Council Response

The key issue for the Telecommunications SPD is reflect current Government guidance contained within PPG8. The Council considers that it whilst and also maintaining local distinctiveness and as such believes that the SPD ‘fit for purpose’.
Mrs June Softley 

Dawley Hamlets Parish Council

Brian Begley  

Mrs Bev Walker        

Mark Pritchard MP

Telford & Wrekin Senior Citizens Forum

Little Wenlock Parish Council  
Page 11 - para 5 - Consultation - the document states that "wherever practical the Council will consult with all properties within a 150m radius of a proposed telecommunication development - this is not the same distance as the distance for mobile phone masts 200m which was agreed by the Cabinet at their meeting in July of 2006. 

The Document makes no reference on how the Council intend to check on mast functionality while the masts are operating. Any mast radiating in excess of the ICNIRP recommended levels would be in breach of its original planning application. Without proper monitoring how would the Council know of any infringements?

Much of the existing advice on health concerns surrounding telecommunications masts is predicated on the Stewart Report. My own personal view is that the Stewart Report, although a substantive research document, requires significant updating in the context of new scientific and health advice, not least the conflicting health advice from other European countries which take a different view on this subject. Therefore, may I encourage your council to consider taking further evidence and advice from other European nations who believe there is more research required on the health risks, before coming to definitive conclusions in the context of the siting of masts and the claimed lack of health risk? If there is any reasonable doubt over the potential health risks of telecommunications masts, then more research needs to be undertaken. In short, science and research has moved on, and an updated interpretation of the potential risks needs to be fully considered in the context of any new and emerging policy by your authority.

Council Response

Health considerations are identified in PPG8 paragraph 30 which states “it is the Governments firm view that the planning system is not the place for determining health safeguards…if a proposed mobile phone base station meets the ICNIRP guidelines for public exposure it should not be necessary for a local planning authority, in processing an application for planning permission or prior approval, to consider further the health aspects and concerns about them”.

The Government encourages local planning authorities to produce clear and succinct planning policies. This is evident in PPG8 paragraph 94 which holds that “enforcement of health and safety legislation in this area is a matter for the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and not the local planning authority”. 

PPG8 paragraph 93 holds that operators have responsibilities under Government health and safety legislation. In particular they must abide by the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 and the Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999.

Paragraph 31 holds that “the Government’s acceptance of the precautionary approach recommended by the Stewart Groups report ‘Mobile Phones and Health’ is limited to the specific recommendations in the Groups report and the Governments response to them. The report does not provide any basis for precautionary actions beyond those already proposed. In the Government’s view, local planning authorities should not implement their own precautionary policies e.g. by way of imposing a ban or moratorium on new telecommunications development or insisting on minimum distances between new and existing development.

Recommended Change: Change wording on Page 11 of the document to read “Therefore, the Council will attempt to consult all properties within a 200 metre radius of a proposal for telecommunications development that is subject to a Prior Approval determination as well as a full planning application”.
Great Dawley Parish Council

The Parish Council made the following comments:-

· The document should spell out a clear message for both Operators and Planners, this document is not clear enough.

· Does not take into account clustering.

· The 150m limit for schools, medical outlets etc should include all schools, private as well as state run schools. e.g. Dun Cow Mast is within 150m of Telford Stage School in Dawley Town Hall.

· The Parish Councils comments on the Traffic Light system need to be higher priority, P.C. should be informed of all immediate proposed mast erections.

· People in the Borough of Telford & Wrekin need to be able to access sight of a map of all MASTS in their area. Unable to access the map on the Telford & Wrekin website.

· Page 7 Historical Buildings - Dawley High Street is a historical site. Masts are sited at both ends. e.g. the old Library is a Grade 2 listed building and within 100m of the Dun Cow Mast.

· Page 8 - PPG8 Guidelines should be similar to Russia, why are the guidelines for a highly populated Country, so high?

· Why are the EMF Limits higher for residents than the Military?

· Slimline Mast look better BUT in fact possibly give out higher signals as the signals spin around the inside of the pole.

· The Base Stations etc. attract fly posting, detrimental to the surrounding area. Using wooden fencing is not sufficient, if we have to have them, needs to be brick and within keeping of the surrounding buildings including Industrial Estates.

· Antennae on Buildings should be discouraged.

· It would appear any high areas are being overused. Whether it be a Residential area or Green Area. Dawley is surrounded by MASTS from Paddock Mount, Dun Cow PH to Heath Hill. Dawley does NOT have the customer base to warrant the new 3G phones which are expensive to use.

· The NRPB guidelines are not easy to understand. They are constantly being updated, what version are we following?

· The draft document does NOT show any concern for the loss of WILDLIFE from all these radio waves.

The Planning Committee of Great Dawley Parish Council wish to remind the Borough Council that they are against anymore Radio Masts being erected in the Borough, their comments are solely due to the fact that a great number of Masts have already been allowed to be erected.

Council Response

Regarding the clustering of masts, there are 5 separate mobile phone operators all of whom need to serve the residents of the Borough. In some cases certain locations will provide the maximum coverage for the operators and consequently it may be that all 5 operators wish to install masts in a very close proximity to each other. In some circumstances a larger mast to share the equipment may be acceptable but if this is within a residential area the likelihood is that a greater number of street works style masts will have less visual impact than one large tower. The section regarding ‘Proliferation of Masts’ in the SPD is considered to be sufficient to address such issues.

The wording in the SPD is that operators will be expected to discuss the proposals with ANY nurseries, schools or colleges within 200 metres of the proposed mast and submit details of such consultations with the subsequent application.

The Traffic Light system is part of the 2002 Code of Best Practice on Mobile Phone Network Development produced by operators and national and local government representatives. The SPD cannot change the wording in the Code of Best Practice or national policy contained within PPG8.

While there is nothing to prevent the erection of equipment within 100 metres of Listed Buildings the Government places great emphasis on its well established national policies for the protection of the countryside and urban areas - in particular heritage and buildings of architectural or historic importance. All telecommunication development is subject to the normal statutory procedures insofar as listed building consent is concerned. No exceptions have been made to the requirement to obtain such consent under Sections 7, 8 and 9 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 before executing works affecting a listed building. Each application is considered on its own merits and the Council’s Conservation Officer would be specifically consulted regarding applications in the vicinity of Listed Buildings or within Conservation Areas.

The health issues referred to are not within the remit of this document as it is the Governments firm view that the planning system is not the place for determining health safeguards – see PPG8 paragraph 94. 

The request for brick walling to be conditioned around masts is not possible on masts under 15 metres as they are not subject to planning applications and consequently the Council is unable to impose conditions on these consultations. With regard to masts requiring planning permission the applicants can appeal against any conditions imposed and it would not be practicable to put wording in requesting the construction of brick walling for all locations.

The introduction of antennae on buildings is specifically seen as a way of limiting the environmental impact of the equipment to serve the needs in a particular area.  

It is not for the Borough Council to say that 3g technology should not be introduced into Dawley as there is no need. PPG8 in paragraph 6 holds that “Authorities should not seek to prevent competition between different operators and should not question the need for the telecommunications system which the proposed development is to support”.

As previously stated it is the Governments firm view that the planning system is not the place for determining health safeguards which would include concerns over any loss of wildlife from radio waves. 

Sport England

Sport England would like to suggest one addition to Section 5 based on our experience.

Playing Fields

When masts are sought to be located within playing fields or adjacent to playing fields, care should be taken not to position them within pitches, behind goal areas or within appropriate safety run off areas. Consideration should be given to the range of sports that a playing field may sustain throughout the year, which may not be immediately apparent. A playing field used for football in the winter, for example, may also be used for cricket in the summer and the appropriate area of use will differ. Consideration should also be given for the need to rotate pitches and the possible future need for additional pitches. Masts should therefore not be positioned in such a way to prevent pitch rotation or additional sports pitches being formed. When submitting a proposal that affects a playing field, a plan indicating all existing pitch layouts will be required as part of the planning application.

Council Response

It is proposed to take on board the amendment suggested by Sport England and incorporated in the SPD.

Recommended change: 

Introduction of new paragraph in Section 5 with the following wording:-

Playing Fields

When masts are sought to be located within playing fields or adjacent to playing fields, care should be taken not to position them within pitches, behind goal areas or within appropriate safety run off areas. Consideration should be given to the range of sports that a playing field may sustain throughout the year, which may not be immediately apparent. A playing field used for football in the winter, for example, may also be used for cricket in the summer and the appropriate area of use will differ. Consideration should also be given for the need to rotate pitches and the possible future need for additional pitches. Masts should therefore not be positioned in such a way to prevent pitch rotation or additional sports pitches being formed. When submitting a proposal that affects a playing field, a plan indicating all existing pitch layouts will be required as part of the planning application.

Environment Agency

The response from the Environment Agency in the context of the new PPS 25 is given below.

Flood risk

The new PPS 25 on Development and Flood Risk was released on 7 December 2006 and this emphasises the need for a Sequential test to be carried out to steer development to areas at the lowest probability of flooding (see Annex D).

A short Flood Risk Assessment would be required for development in flood Zone 2 (medium risk) and Flood Zone 3 (high risk) and would need to address the following issues:

- there should be no interference to flood flow

- there should be no loss of flood storage (e.g. including raised ground,)

- there should be no development within an 8 m buffer strip on each side of a

watercourse, or a flood defence including fences, raised ground etc, to allow access for maintenance, to provide for flood flow and storage and to provide a biodiversity corridor.

It should be noted that in PPS 25 telecommunications installations required to be operational during flooding such as those associated with police, ambulance and fire stations and command centres are classified as “highly vulnerable” (see Table D2) and an Exception Test would be required for Flood Zone 2 (see Table D3).

The council should consider, in consultation with the emergency services and emergency planners, if they see mobile phone communication infrastructure as also falling within the highly vulnerable category and provide the advice accordingly.

The Agency would not wish to see incremental intensification of minor development from infrastructure developments within high risk flood areas.

Pollution prevention

Intrusive developments into ground should avoid causing pollution by mobilisation of contaminants and a brief site investigation may be necessary in vulnerable soils/geology to enable assessment of the risk to be made.

Council Response

Although new Local Development Documents are encouraged not to repeat existing Government guidance contained within PPGs and PPSs it is proposed to introduce a new paragraph within Section 5 regarding Development and Flood Risk. 
Recommended Change: Introduce new paragraph regarding Development & Flood Risk in section 5 stating: 

Development and Flood Risk.

A short Flood Risk Assessment will be required for development in flood Zone 2 (medium risk) and Flood Zone 3 (high risk) and will need to address the following issues: 

- there should be no interference to flood flow

- there should be no loss of flood storage (e.g. including raised ground,)

- there should be no development within an 8 m buffer strip on each side of a

watercourse, or a flood defence including fences, raised ground etc, to allow access for maintenance, to provide for flood flow and storage and to provide a biodiversity corridor.

PPS 25 telecommunications states that installations required to be operational during flooding such as those associated with police, ambulance and fire stations and command centres are classified as “highly vulnerable” (see Table D2) and an Exception Test would be required for Flood Zone 2 (see Table D3). The council considers mobile phone communication infrastructure as falling within the highly vulnerable category and consequently an Exception Test will be required for applications falling within Flood Zone 

Pollution prevention

Intrusive developments into ground should avoid causing pollution by mobilisation of contaminants and a brief site investigation may be necessary in vulnerable soils/geology to enable assessment of the risk to be made.

Health Protection Agency

Would like to confirm that the Councils view that "All Planning" applications and determinations must include an "ICNIRP Declaration that the emissions from a mast or monopole will be in compliance with the ICNIRP guidelines for public exposure (1998)" is in line with advice and recommendations of the Health Protection Agency. These are the most up to date evidence based guidelines available to protect the public health from electromagnetic radiation.

Council Response

PPG8 paragraph 29 holds “Health considerations and public concern can in principle be material considerations in determining applications for planning permission and prior approval. It is for the decision-maker (usually the local planning authority) to determine what weight to attach to such considerations in any particular case”.

Paragraph 31 holds that the Government’s acceptance of the precautionary approach recommended by the Stewart Groups report ‘Mobile Phones and Health’ is limited to the specific recommendations in the Group’s report and the Government’s response to them. The report does not provide any basis for precautionary actions beyond those already proposed. In the Government’s view, local planning authorities should not implement their own precautionary policies e.g. by way of imposing a ban or moratorium on new telecommunications development or insisting on minimum distances between new and existing development.

Church Aston Parish Council 
The Parish Council of Church Aston found this to be a very informative document and now fully understand the Governments policy towards Communications Masts.

They consider an additional area of specific guidance should be included and have suggested this should be headed COUNTRYSIDE. Our main area of concern is Aston Hill. This is the highest point within the parish and overlooks the lower, flat lying area of the Weald Moors. Putting this other way round, the hill is very visible from a larger area of the Moors and a tall mast here would detract from the purely rural landscape.

There are other considerations. Firstly Aston Hill falls outside the 150 meter

Consultation Zone of the properties situated on the Welling Road near the Last Inn. Secondly Aston Hill is an important historic location within the parish. It was part of the Windmill Field, one of the three fields in the village of Church Aston. A medieval Windmill was located on this spot when there were few such structures in the country.

The Parish Council of Church Aston considers that a modem Communications Mast in this location would be a wholly inappropriate development in this location.

The Parish suggest therefore, that a Countryside Guidance paragraph should be added to the effect that tall masts should not be located on prominent high ground in open countryside, particularly where there are important local historic sites to be preserved. In addition an extension to the consultation zone should be increased to at least 300meters in open countryside which would seem more appropriate.

Council Response

It is not considered that there should be an additional area of specific guidance regarding the countryside. It is recognised that the introduction of masts and their access roads can potentially have a detrimental impact on the landscape, however this SPD is a borough-wide document and covers both the Urban and Rural areas. It is considered that the current section on ‘Siting and Appearance’ would be sufficient to address these concerns. 

The consultation distance has been amended to be 200 meters from the point of the mast in question. In the case referred to if there were no dwellings within the 200 meters consultation distance but officers considered the impact of the proposal to affect properties beyond 200 metres they would be specifically consulted. Unfortunately as with consultation on all planning applications it is not possible to consult every resident individually who may be able to see a development proposal from a considerable distance away. The 200 meters consultation is intended to notify those who could reasonably consider the proposal will have an impact upon their amenity. The Council feels that the Parish Council has role to play in helping to engage with local communities in instances like these. 

Environmental Management Team Telford & Wrekin Council
The Business Environment Support Scheme for Telford (BESST) group has a number of member companies that have investigated the possibility of putting a turbine on their site. However there are a number of other firms that have been told by consultants that it is unfeasible due to the number of microwave signals passing over their sites and therefore the number of objections that would be raised against planning permissions. The increasing interest in combating climate change through the use of renewable energy generation means that we are likely to see a marked increase in the number of applications we receive.

It is considered that this is something that the Telecoms SPD should tackle or at least mention. Particularly given that the authority is preparing a Carbon Burden SPD which will encourage new developments to include small scale renewable energy installations. Further it is considered that it is slightly unfair that direct link telecoms can cross land without a way leave and yet can hinder development on that site – large buildings will scupper the signal in the same way as a turbine will.

Council Response

Government guidance in PPG8 paragraph 33 holds that the construction of new buildings or other structures, such as wind turbines, can interfere with broadcast and other telecommunications services, and the possibility of such interference can be a material planning consideration.

Additionally, the need to plan for climate change as well as promoting more environmentally friendly forms of development are also considerations that will help to inform planning decisions. It is therefore not considered necessary to identify this within the SPD as addressing both of these key issues as they are already covered in national policy.

Stirchley and Brookside Parish Council

The Parish Council Members considered at some length the preliminary consultation document from Telford & Wrekin Council and made the following observations:

Item 1: Introduction -No comment

Item 2: Background - No comment

Item 3: Planning Procedures - No comment

Item 4: Considering an application

Mast sharing/Site sharing/sharing existing buildings, structures or pylons – members noted that these are already part of the process, but questioned whether council officers had the expertise to question reasons for unsuitability by applicants.

Siting and appearance - Difficulties re siting are discussed later. Issues around appearance have not been an issue in applications to date.

Design criteria and considerations - Not felt to be a significant factor.

Health considerations and perception of harm- the document (and indeed the governments attitude) gives no scope to councils to address this issue. This does not address the fears and concerns of people living close to masts. The outcome of the scientific approach taken by the government is that issues of concern can only be established after the fact and not before. (e.g. asbestos was only identified as a potential killer after the deaths and illness of many thousands of people). The impetus has been placed on opponents to establish harm, rather than on the applicants to prove safety. By their nature the studies undertaken do not establish the long term effects of exposure.

Item 5: Area Specific Guidance

Residential areas - members felt that visual impact was not the major consideration. Irrespective of government claims, residents remain mostly opposed to masts because of health fears. The failure to identify a minimum acceptable distance from homes is seen as a major weakness on the part of the policy. For instance, a resident with a lamp-post immediately outside their home can apply to the Council to have it moved if it is causing a nuisance. There are no similar rights for people with masts outside their homes.

Industrial and Commercial areas - members have no comments to make regarding this item, other than to say that it is preferable that masts should be sited within these areas, rather than residential areas.

Conservation areas and listed buildings - no comment

Consultation - members feel that whilst the policy is so subjective and fails to meet the major concerns of the Borough's residents, consultation within the scope of this proposed policy is unlikely to be meaningful as local people's needs are not being met.

OTHER MATTERS

The proposed policy does not address other planning matters such as safe access to masts and streetworks during installation and maintenance. Some masts may not of themselves cause problems to local residents, but hazardous parking of vans and installation equipment can be extremely hazardous (such as for the proposed site at the junction of Stirchley Avenue and Randlay Avenue, or on the brow of a hill). This ought to be a consideration in the planning process.

The Parish Council have also stated that "Because of the volume of existing masts and in consideration of the expressed views of local people, this Council is not prepared to support any further applications for the installation of telecommunications masts within the parish."

Council Response

With regard to mast sharing, operators are required to consider whether they are able to share masts as part of their Code of Conduct. It is not usually a technical problem which prevents sharing of masts but rather the need for a certain vertical separation between the differing operating equipment but it is this extra height and the increase in the overall visual impact of the mast which rules out sharing of facilities.

Government guidance on health issues in paragraph 30 of PPG8 holds “it is the planning system is not the place for determining health safeguards”. The Government believes that if a proposed mobile phone base station meets the ICNIRP guidelines for public exposure it should not be necessary for a local planning authority, in processing an application for planning permission or prior approval, to consider further the health aspects and concerns about them.

Paragraph 31 of PPG8 then goes on to state “local planning authorities should not implement their own precautionary policies e.g. by way of imposing a ban or moratorium on new telecommunications development or insisting on minimum distances between new telecommunications development and existing development”.

With regard to the recommendation that highways dangers can be caused, as a result of vehicles parking to install or service the equipment, the Highways Engineers are consulted on mast proposals and if they raise concerns regarding any impact on highways safety this would be taken into consideration when making a planning decision.

Stirchley and Brookside Parish Council                                            

Proliferation of masts - members felt that a major problem with this item is the unitary councils failure to quantify "proliferation". At present, this is a subjective judgment and needs to be specific, e.g. a maximum of so many masts within a given area, or along a given length of road. The term "accumulation" requires the same approach. For some people three masts along a 1/4 mile stretch of road may seem like proliferation, whilst to others it may seem perfectly acceptable. Clarity is required please.

On page 11 ('Proliferation' of Masts) it is stated that the Council will seek to prevent the proliferation of monopoles, particularly in residential areas, where the cumulative impact of a number of installations in the same locality or along part of a highway would result in telecommunications development contributing to an accumulation of street clutter which would have a detrimental impact on local visual amenity and the environment. I feel that this proposal is too vague and can be interpreted in several ways. Will it be left to the judgment of the planning officer as to whether they feel there will be a proliferation? Each officer may judge it differently. It should be clearly stated in the document at what point the Council consider an additional monopole could have a detrimental impact on the community (the number of monopoles and distance between them should be part of the policy).

Council Response

As has been previously stated the issue of proliferation is difficult to precisely determine. There are 5 separate mobile phone operators all of whom need to serve the residents of the Borough. In some cases certain locations will provide the maximum coverage for the operators and consequently it may be that all 5 operators wish to install masts in a very close proximity to each other. In some circumstances a larger mast to share the equipment may be acceptable but if this is within a residential area the likelihood is that a greater number of street works style masts will have less visual impact than one large tower. It is not considered to be practical to give a firm distance apart which street works masts should be as this could be significantly different within the different residential areas throughout the Borough. It is considered that the section in the document regarding Proliferation of Masts is sufficient.

Mrs Bev Walker
I note that previous correspondence relating to AC11 referred to the restriction of mast development within 50 metres of residential properties, schools and medical facilities. There is no mention of this recommendation in the above Supplementary Planning Document. Why?

Council Response

This SPD will form part of the Local Development Framework and as such will be a material consideration in the determination of any future planning applications for Telecommunications development.  

Policy AC11 is currently being produced as part of the Development Control Policies DPD. AC11 will be a more robust and ultimately more up to date policy than the current T21. Once adopted (currently scheduled for December 2009) the existing policy T21 contained in the Wrekin Local Plan will be superseded by Development Control Policy AC11. 

However as the Development Control Policies Preferred Option Report does not yet contain specific policy wording and is subject to another statutory period of public consultation, it is not considered appropriate to include details of AC11 in the SPD as it may become inaccurate if through public consultation there is a change to AC11.
Natural England  South Staffordshire Council

Both consultees acknowledged receipt of consultation document but do consider the need to make comments on the early consultation document.

Network Rail  
The document appears to follow regional and government guidance in PPG8 and appears to be sound.

Network Rail reserves the right to comment on individual mast proposals as they come forward in the future.

Lawley and Overdale Parish Council 
Please be advised that the parish council has no objections to the above draft which appears to be fully comprehensive in addressing any issues that may arise.

Appendix 6 - List bodies sent copies of SPD documents during formal consultation period 
	DE Operations North
	Defence Estates

	Dept for Education & Skills
	Dept for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs

	Dept of Culture, Media & Sport
	Dept of Transport

	GOWM
	Highways Agency

	Home Office
	Hutchison 3G Ltd

	Jobcentre Plus
	Mercury Personal Communications

	MLL Telecom Ltd
	Npower Renewables

	Office of Govt Commerce
	Orange Personal Communication Services Ltd

	Powergen UK
	Princess Royal NHS Trust

	RICS
	Severn Trent Water

	Shropshire Fire & Rescue Service
	Telford & Wrekin Primary Care Trust

	The Community Council of Shropshire
	The Countryside Agency

	The Housing Corporation
	Vodafone Ltd

	West Mercia Probation Service
	West Midlands Probation Service

	WM Planning & Transport Sub Comm
	Bridgnorth District Council

	Brosley Town Council
	Newport Town Council

	Shifnal Town Council
	Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough Council

	Staffordshire County Council
	Wellington Town Council

	Wolverhampton City Council
	Kemberton Parish Council

	Kynnersley Parish Council
	Leighton & Eaton Constantine Parish Council

	Little Wenlock Parish Council
	Madeley Parish Council

	Newport Town Council
	Norbury Parish Council

	Preston on the Wealdmoors Parish Council
	Shawbury Parish Council

	Sheriffhales Parish Council
	Shifnal Town Council

	St Georges & Priorslee Parish Council
	Stanton Upon Hine Heath Parish Council

	Stoke Upon Tern Parish Council
	Sutton Maddock Parish Council

	The George Parish Council
	Uffington Parish Council

	Upton Magna Parish Council
	Waters Upton Parish Council

	Withington Parish Council
	Wrockwardine Parish Council

	Wrockwardine Wood & Trench Parish Council
	Wroxeter & Uppington Parish Council

	Access Group
	Advantage West Midlands

	Allscott, Rushmorr Lane & Long Lane Residents Association
	British Aggregates Association

	British Cement Association
	British Ceramic Confederation

	British Geological Survey
	Burton borough School

	Wrekin Housing Trust
	Campaign to Protect Rural England

	CBRE
	Central Dawley Residents Association

	CEPOG Action Group
	Coalport Action Group

	Construction Industry Research & Information Group
	Countryside Landowners Association

	CPRE
	E4 Environment

	Early Years & Child Care Partnership
	Forestry Commission

	Freight Transport Association
	Ironbridge George Museum trust 

	Jackfield Residents Association
	Jehovah’s Witnesses Telford

	Landmark Information Group
	Learning & Skills Council

	Lilleshall Residents Association
	Mineral Industry Research Organisation

	Muxton, Donnington & Lilleshall Action Group
	National Farmers Union Shropshire

	National Playing Fields Association
	National Trust

	Newport Civic Society
	Newport History Society

	Newport Regeneration Partnership
	Oakengates Partnership

	Parochial Church Council of St Peter, Wrockwardine
	Peobus Club of Newport

	Priorslee Community Association
	QPA England

	R. C. Church
	Road Haulage Association

	Roddington Village Hall Committee
	Senior Citizens Forum

	Shrewsbury & Newport Canals Trust
	Shropshire & Telford TUC

	Shropshire Ornithological Society
	St. Peters Church Priorslee

	Telford  District Trade Union Council
	Telford & East Shropshire CAMERA

	Telford & Shropshire Race Equality Council
	Telford & Wrekin CVS

	Telford Bridleways Association
	Telford Christian Council

	Telford College of Arts & Technology
	Telford Friends of the Earth

	Telford Recycling Group
	Telford Steam Railway

	The Bank Community Centre
	The British Wind Energy Association

	The Gypsy Council
	Transforming Telford

	University of Wolverhampton
	Waste Not Want Not

	Wellington Civic Society
	Wellington LA21

	Wellington Partnership
	Wrekin Conservation Association

	Wrekin Juniors Football Club
	Wrockwardine Village Hall Committee

	Wrockwardine Village Millennium Committee
	Aedas AHR Architects Ltd

	Aggregate Industries
	Arriva Midlands North

	Axis
	B & M Sheet Metal Ltd

	Cemex
	Central Trains Ltd

	Coley & Tilley Solicitors
	Confederation of UK Coal Products

	Crest Strategic Projects Ltd
	D K Symes Associates

	Dairycrest Ltd
	Davies & Jego Motors

	F D & M A Craddock
	Ennstone Breedon Ltd

	Entec UK
	Enviros Consulting Ltd

	E W Ward & Sons
	Frank Nason & Co

	GKN PLC
	G L Hearn

	Greenhous Ltd
	Grinshill Stone Quarries Ltd

	Hanson Aggregates
	Historical & Archaeological Society

	Horsehay Ltd
	J Heath & Sons Ltd

	J A Harris Ltd & Madeley Precision Engineering Ltd
	Jack Moody Ltd

	Kent Jones & Done Solicitors
	K J D Solicitors

	Lafarge Aggregates Ltd
	Land Improvements Ltd

	Land Improvements Holdings PLC
	Lifeboat Financial Services

	Lovell
	Matthew & Son

	Meadowdale Nurseries
	Mineral Surveying Architects

	Moss & Co Architects
	Newport Advertiser

	Ogihara Europe Ltd
	Onyx UK Ltd

	Pink Skips
	Pinsent Curtis Biddle

	Pleydell Smithyman Ltd
	Rail Freight Group

	Roden Nurseries
	SALC

	Savell Bird & Axon
	Sinclair Works

	Small Plastic Parts Ltd
	Stone Federation Great Britain

	Telford International Centre
	Telford Naturist Club Ltd

	The Asles Retirement Benefits Scheme
	The Chartered Institue of Waste Management

	The Stadium Group
	The Tyler-Parkes Partnership Ltd

	TJ Vickars & Son
	AAP Consulting Ltd

	A W Wells Architectural Consultants
	Adams Holmes Associates

	ABS Design Associates Ltd
	Alliance Environment & Planning

	Allan Moss Associates Ltd
	B & M Properties (Shropshire) Ltd

	Andrew Dixon
	Balfours with Lane Fox

	Balfours
	Barton Willmore Partnership

	Barbers
	Beth Johnson Housing Association

	Bellway Homes West Midlands
	Boyer Planning

	Black Country Properties Ltd
	Bromford Corinthian

	Brockhall Village Ltd
	Carter Jonas

	Burton Knowles Property Assets Consultancy
	CgMs Consulting

	CG Property
	Charlesworth group Ltd

	Charles F Jones & Son
	Co-operative Group

	CLA West Midlands
	Danriss Property Corporation PLC

	Counrtywide Homes Ltd
	Davis Payne Homes

	Davis Mclean Homes
	Development Planning Partnership

	Days Construction (Telford) Ltd
	Dialogue

	Devplan UK
	DTZ Pieda Consulting

	Drivers Jonas
	FDp Savills Ltd

	Fairclough Homes
	Gough Planning Services

	Gordon Wood & Co
	Hadley park House otel

	GVA Grimley
	Haston Reynolds Partnership

	Harrow estates PLC
	Hulme Upright Manning Planning

	Hayward Design & Build Ltd
	Jennings Homes

	Indigo Planning Ltd
	King Sturge

	John Alison Chartered Surveyors
	Linden Homes Developments Ltd

	Knight Frank LLP
	London & Midlands Developments

	LJD Design
	Manby & Stewart

	Malcolm Bailey Architects
	Mason Richards Planning

	Marchmont Chartered Surveyors
	Milwood Homes

	Miller Strategic Land
	

	Mysons Associates
	O’Connell Construction Ltd

	Paul Sharpe Associates
	Planning Issues Ltd

	Property Intelligence Ltd
	Raby Estates

	Roger Parry
	Roger Tym & Partners

	RPS Planning Transport & Environment
	Secondsite Property

	Shropshire Homes Ltd
	SLR Consulting Ltd

	Smith Stuart Reynolds
	Solution Works (UK) Ltd

	St Peters CE Primary School
	Stride Treglown

	Strutt & Parker
	Terence O’Rourke Ltd

	Tetlow King Planning
	The Development Planning Partnership

	The Les Stephan Partnership
	The Planning Bureau

	Turley Associates
	Wardell Armstrong

	Westbury Homes (Holdings) Ltd
	Wrekin Construction

	Advantage West Midlands
	English Partnerships

	Highways Agency
	RPS on behalf of BT Group Ltd

	Shropshire Primary Care Trust
	Shropshire County Council

	Telford & Wrekin Council
	General Aviation Awareness Council

	Lichfield Diocesan Board of Finance
	National Offender Management Service

	Universities Superannuation Scheme Ltd
	Harper Adams University College

	A & P Motors
	A Phillips & Son

	Asda Stores Plc
	British Sugar Plc

	Cartwrights Waste Disposal Services
	Cranford Developments Ltd & St Gobain Pipelines

	Cyclerval UK Ltd
	Ellerdine Lakes

	Long Lane Service Station
	Maxell Europe Ltd

	New Hadley car Sales
	S P Holding Services

	Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd
	Salop Sand & Gravel

	T.A.F.S. (Salop) Ltd
	T A Jervis & Co Ltd

	Tarmac Western Ltd
	Telford Motor Spares Ltd

	Telford Trade Park Ltd
	UL Coal Mining Ltd

	Wellings Ltd
	Wm Morrison Supermarkets

	Wrap Film Systems
	Bennett homes Ltd

	Bourne & painter
	Bovale Ltd

	Bovis Homes Ltd
	Breton Park Homes

	Charles Church Developments
	Cottage & Rural Enterprise Ltd

	Davis Tringham developments
	Dealers Ltd

	Wxwcutors of D M Adams 
	Exors of F Holland

	FPS (UK) Ltd
	Fradley Estates

	Galliers Homes Ltd
	George Wimpey North Midlands

	J M Bubb & son
	Jardin Homes Ltd

	Landmatch Ltd
	Lord Staffords Estates

	Malamar Homes
	Marches Care Ltd

	McCarthy & Stone (Development) Ltd
	Mere Park Garden Centre

	Parkhill Estates
	Persimmon Homes (West Midlands) Ltd

	Redman Heenan Properties Ltd
	Roger Parry & Partners LLP

	St Modwen Developments Ltd
	Taylor Woodrow

	The Ellerdine Partnership
	The Junction

	The Lucy Hopkins Trust
	Marstons Breweries

	Tylers of Bilston Ltd
	West Midlands Region RSL Planning Consortium

	Wrekin Farmers
	


Appendix 7 - Representations Received at formal consultation
Representations were received during the formal consultation from the following bodies, groups or individuals:

Shropshire Wildlife Trust




English Heritage
Mr David Barnett





Sport England
Mr John Higginson




Dawley Hamlets Parish Council

Environment Agency




Mrs Beverley Walker

Mr Mark Pritchard MP

Mr C Williams

Natural England

Mr Malcolm Hine

Advantage West Midlands

Shropshire Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

Great Dawley Parish Council

Oakengates Town Council

Mobile Operators Association

Shropshire County Council

Wellington Town Council

Mr Edward John Hadley

Telford & Wrekin Council??????
Appendix 8 - Summary of the main issues raised in the representations received at formal consultation and how these issues have been addressed in the SPD 
	Issue raised 
	Response

	The Council should consult properties within 200m of a proposed mast.

	The
Council will make every attempt to consult properties within 200m of a proposed mast but does not consider a change in wording to be warranted.



	There was opposition to any development which has unproved health risks, for both humans and wildlife.
	PPG 8 clearly states in paragraph 30 that “it is the Governments firm view that the planning system is not the place for determining health safeguards. It remains central Governments responsibility to decide what measures are necessary to protect public health. In the Governments view, if a proposed mobile phone base station meets the ICNIRP guidelines for public exposure it should not be necessary for a local planning authority, in processing an application for planning permission or prior approval, to consider further the health aspects and concerns about them”. Consequently no changes are proposed.



	We did not consult BT.


	The five mobile phone operators in the UK are 3, O2, Orange, T-Mobile and Vodafone. No proposed changes.



	There was no previous consultation prior to installation of masts already in place.


	The contents of the SPD cannot be retrospectively applied to existing telecommunications equipment. Consultation on theses mast would have taken place but not to the extent proposed in this document. No proposed changes.



	Masts proposed in areas of flood risk should ensure that essential services are located above the 1 in 1000 year flood level.


	Agree to amend SPD to accommodate this request by the EA. New addition para 5.15 stating “Developers should ensure that essential services are located above the 1 in 1000 year flood level. This is in order to protect the services with regard to future climate change.



	Existing masts should require planning permission for every new additional antenna placed on them.


	This would require a change in national Planning policy. No change proposed.

	No new masts within the 30mph speed limit area (built up areas). 


	The SPD must conform with the Governments advice contained within PPG 8 Telecommunications. In Para 31 PPG 8 states “In the Governments view, local planning authorities should not implement their own precautionary policies e.g. by way of imposing a ban or moratorium on new Telecommunications development or insisting on minimum distances between new telecommunications development and existing development”. No proposed changes. 



	New masts should be situated outside the residential areas


	The SPD must conform with the Governments advice contained within PPG 8 Telecommunications. In Para 31 PPG 8 states “In the Governments view, local planning authorities should not implement their own precautionary policies e.g. by way of imposing a ban or moratorium on new Telecommunications development or insisting on minimum distances between new telecommunications development and existing development”. No proposed changes. 



	Protection of areas of national beauty must be maintained.


	Insert new paragraph under Area specific guidance (section 5). Rural Area, this guidance applies to the rural area as well a Telford and Newport. In these areas the Council will refer to landscape character assessments in determining the visual impact and appropriate mitigation measure of the proposed development, particularly within the Shropshire Hills Area of Outstanding National Beauty. In accordance with Polict T21 of the Wrekin Local plan, the Council will resist further Telecommunications development at the Wrekin and Ercall Hills.



	The Document should spell out a clear message for both Operators and Planners, the document is not clear enough.
	The SPD must conform with the Governments advice contained within PPG 8 Telecommunications. Officers consider that the SPD does provide clear guidance for both operators and Planners. Consequently no changes are proposed.



	The document does not take into account clustering.


	The Council considers that the SPD does deal with the issue of proliferation of masts and no changes are proposed.



	The 150m limit for schools should include all school, state run or private.


	PPG 8 States in paragraph 62 “Where the operator submits an application to the local planning authority for the installation, alteration or replacement of a mobile phone base station either on or near a school or college, it is important that the operators discuss the proposed development with the relevant body of the school or further education college concerned before submitting any such application to the local planning authority. When making the application the operator should provide evidence to the local planning authority that they have consulted the relevant body of the school or college”.



	Masts should be further away from listed buildings


	The impact of equipment on Listed Buildings is currently considered when any application or prior approval notification is received but in order to comply with PPG 8 the Council is unable to specify a distance that equipment should be located away from Listed Buildings. No proposed change .



	The Traffic Light Model system needs to be given a higher priority.


	The Traffic Light Model is a national guide to assist in determining the amount and type of public consultation that is required for any particular site. Changes to this model are outside the remit of this SPD. No changes.


	Residents in the Borough should be able to access a map of mast sites on the Council’s website.


	A map of all masts is available to Members of the Public in Darby house reception. The Council is currently updating its internet site and it is proposed to have a map showing the location of all masts when the system is updated. No proposed changes.



	Why are our PPG8 guidelines similar to those of Russia, when we are a highly populated country.


	PPG 8 sets out the Government’s policies on Telecommunications development and this query should be addressed to Central Government. No proposed changes.

	No additional masts should be erected as there are already too many.


	The SPD must conform with the Governments advice contained within PPG 8 Telecommunications. In Para 31 PPG 8 states “In the Governments view, local planning authorities should not implement their own precautionary policies e.g. by way of imposing a ban or moratorium on new Telecommunications development or insisting on minimum distances between new telecommunications development and existing development”. No proposed changes. 



	New masts proposed near a parish boundary should be consulted on by all the parish councils concerned.
	If an application for a mast were to be received and the boundary of the second Parish was within the 200m consultation zone then they would be consulted on the application.



	To minimise numbers ‘piggy-backing’ should be considered.


	Mast sharing is suggested but it must be recognised that the impact of two smaller masts may be less than one shared mast facility. The SPD does refer to masts sharing and this is considered to be adequate. No proposed changes.



	The document is informative, well written and in line with national guidance.


	No change

	The SPD would prevent implementation of regional or sub-regional strategies impacting upon Telecommunications.
	There is nothing in the SPD that would prevent implementation of regional or sub-regional Strategies impacting upon Telecommunications. Clearly in future the policy will be reviewed and may result in future policy amendments that cannot at this stage be reflected in the SPD. No proposed change.



	RSS regional policies and Local Plan policy OL2 Designated Areas, will be an important consideration for the determination of applications for Telecommunications development in designated areas.


	Agree that these references should be added. Amend paragraph 2.9 to refer to “Policy OL2: Designated Area and RSS Policy”.

	Masts sited on verges are a nuisance or obstruction and this should not be allowed to recur.
	It is not considered appropriate to introduce a blanket ban on the use of highway/highway verge as this will limit the availability of sites to the operators and could rule out sites which have less impact on the amenities of residential properties. The Council can take action against masts which cause highway safety issues under current legislation. No proposed changes. 



	There are worries over extensions to the height of existing masts.


	Masts under 15 metres in height require prior approval from the Council and if a mast is to be extended above 15 metres in height planning permission  would be required.



	It should be obligatory for operators to consult with Town and Parish Councils.


	It is beyond the Council’s remit to make it obligatory for operators to involve Town and Parish Council’s, however, the SPD clearly promotes such involvement. No change proposed.

	Shropshire Hills ANOB Partnership wants to be consulted on any proposals likely to affect them.


	Agree to modify the document to include Shropshire Hills ANOB Partnership as consultee for proposals likely to affect them.



	The Mobile Phone Operators Association welcomed the Council’s commitment to pre- rollout meetings.


	No change

	A minimum distance of 100m from residential areas, schools and medical facilities should be considered when siting masts.


	PPG 8 clearly states in paragraph 30 that “it is the Governments firm view that the planning system is not the place for determining health safeguards. It remains central Governments responsibility to decide what measures are necessary to protect public health. In the Governments view, if a proposed mobile phone base station meets the ICNIRP guidelines for public exposure it should not be necessary for a local planning authority, in processing an application for planning permission or prior approval, to consider further
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