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QUESTIONS REGARDING THE REGULATION OF EXPOSURE TO RADIO FREQUENCY RADIATION (RFR) 
January 12 2022

1. Can further clarification be provided as to which public body/bodies are competent authorities 
who fulfil the remit of functions under the Electronic Communications Code transposed into UK 
law in Dec 2020?  (Recitals 22, 105, 106, 110 and Article 45 2h).

2. Can Mendip Council honour Glastonbury Town Council’s adoption of the Precautionary Principle 
and the outcome of the 5G Advisory committee by providing the following: -

i) Copies of the science on Electrohypersensitivity (EHS) (Wireless radiation sickness) and non-
thermal effects commissioned by PHE? (Reference correspondence below – Appendix 1).

ii) Prima facie evidence that 5G technology is safe to humans, children, the elderly and the 
vulnerable including the immune compromised.

For the purposes of fulfilling conditions for the Wells & Shepton Mallet Precautionary Principles 
(PP)10 and before Frome’s PP Policy can be overturned: -

iii) Can Mendip Council request and supply prima facie evidence that there is a consensus in the 
independent science that 5G is harmless to the environment, including fauna, flora and also that 
the energy demand from 5G will not increase carbon emissions.

iv) Enacting International Standards Organisations (ISO) procedures will place responsibility for 
producing risk assessments and evidence of safety in accordance with UK law with the Telecoms 
company themselves. Can Mendip send an ISO Non Compliance Report to the agents named in 
applications 2021/1951/FUL and 2021/1951/FUL? (See Appendix 2) The Applicant/Agent has not 
declared compliance with ISO Standards: ISO 9001 (Quality) or the equivalent TL 9000, ISO 14001 
(Environment) and ISO 18001(Health and Safety). This is needed for all equipment to be used on 
these monopoles, specified now and for the future, both for the erecting of the infrastructure and 
the operational use of the antennas during the terms of the contract length.  (See Appendix 3)

3. Can you ascertain and provide us with confirmation on what the UK Health Security Agency’s 
(UKHSA) position is regarding RFR regulation given that Public Health England is now disbanded.

4. As representatives for planning for Mendip Council can you clarify the requirement to weigh up 
evidence and facts presented in objections to mast applications in order to resolve the material 
planning consideration “unacceptable and incompatible use of the site”? What is the requirement 
to assess evidence relevant to potentially conflicting policies NPPF 118 and NPPF 185?

5. Can you clarify whether the 2005 Nunn case4 indicates that the failure to account for evidence of 
health effects submitted in the objection was found to be a breach of Human Rights. If so, will this 
be upheld in your decisions?



1. Can further clarification be provided as to which public body/bodies are competent 
authorities who fulfil the remit of functions under the Electronic Communications Code 
transposed into UK law in Dec 2020?  (Recitals 22, 105, 106, 110 and Article 45 2h).

1.1. Thank you for confirming on December 20th in the reply to Councillor Shane Collins that LPAs 
are competent authorities with public health consequence responsibilities in regard to RFR 
exposure under EECC 106, 110.   Is Mendip council aware that certain people are not protected
by the ICNIRP exposure guidelines i.e., those who have metal implants including children with 
dental braces and the elderly with pacemakers? How will Mendip make sure these people are 
informed and included when decisions about mast applications are processed? They have a 
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6. Can you seek clarification from the Secretary of State for Health, UKHSA and from Ofcom concerning
the oversight of exclusion zones? Mistakes are being made by Telecoms which is leaving the public 
exposed in areas clearly designated by Telecom’s provider data as safe only for a maximum of 8 
hours. Residents themselves are needing to calculate where the zones fall and inform planners when
they find a breach. Ofcom taking measurements after the masts have been erected is insufficient 
protection for residents found within those zones. Regarding exclusion zones for 5G MIMO masts, 
can Mendip provide the power output in dbm in the near field of the antenna and the collimated 
beam drop off calculations with a comparison to the ICNIRP safety guideline of 1mw/cm2.

7. Can you clarify Mendip Council’s position on liability for claims for injury and harm to residents and 
the environment resulting from exposure to non-ionising radiation from the 4G/5G masts?

8. Can you seek clarification on the purpose of consulting schools re Telecom mast planning 
applications?

9. Can you read & forward Lopez (2021) ,Pearce (2019)  & Belpomme to the UK Health Security Agency
(UKHSA) and seek specific comment on the risk to the public that these papers indicate. Lopez et al 
is a paper which post-dates the March 2020 guidelines and the Pearce paper suggests, based on 
current peer reviewed science, that positioning masts 500m from residents will limit liability costs. 
Please can you read ex ICNRP member James Lin’s January 20228 report and the Cipracem report9 
and ask specifically for comment on the details in both reports from UKHSA.

10. How will Mendip Council consider objections from those currently suffering EHS Disability living in 
direct line of a proposed 5G mast?  Will the fact that the microwave/millimetre waves will penetrate 
and invade their homes making their homes intolerable be given weight when assessing the 
“compatibility and acceptability” of a site”? How will the following laws be referenced? Healthy 
Homes Bill 2020 Fair Society Healthy Lives, The Marmet Review, Disability Act 20, Housing Act 1985 
and the European Electronics Communications Code Recital 110 Public Health Imperative.  How will 
the Council ensure that persons with Electrohypersensitivity Disability have access to the same 
Equality Rights to a healthy home as enjoyed by those who don't suffer EHS Disability

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33434609/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26613326/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/337624982_Limiting_liability_with_positioning_to_minimize_negative_health_effects_of_cellular_phone_towers


'Right to a fair and public hearing' under the Human Rights Act 1998 Article 6.1 'Right to a fair 
and public hearing'.

1.2.  Having confirmed that LPAs are competent authorities with a role in regulating exposure to 
RFR, how will these functions be performed, especially in relation to mast sharing should 
deregulation proceed?  It appears there has been no consultation or provision for this.  General
Permitted Development Order.   (Please note that 65 out of 80 5G mast applications have been 
refused on siting and amenity grounds in Bristol since June 2020. Telecoms appealed 12 times 
and reversed only 2 refusals, 10 refusals were upheld.  This makes it clear that Local Authorities
have a very important role in decision making re siting masts.)

1.3. Directive 1999/519/EC is referenced in EECC Article 45 2h) which states that precaution and 
guidelines “such as” ICNIRP are to be taken into account. Progress in scientific knowledge 
should be regularly scrutinised.

“The Member States should take note of progress made in scientific knowledge and technology 
with respect to non-ionising radiation protection, taking into account the aspect of precaution, 
and should provide for regular scrutiny and review with an assessment being made at regular 
intervals in the light of guidance issued by competent international organisations, such as the 
International Commission on Non-Ionising Radiation Protection”

Please can Mendip ascertain how this regular scrutiny is taking place and by which departments in 
Government?

1.4. How will science published after the 2020 ICNIRP guidelines presented in objections to mast 
applications be considered?  What would be the consequences to Mendip Council if they do 
not show they have accounted for recent scientific evidence which clearly demonstrates harm 
from RFR, at exposures lower than the ICNIRP guideline levels and then residents report 
injuries and sickness?

1.5. Despite National Policy being to refer to ICNIRP, the 1999/519/EC recommendation referred to 
in Article 45 2h) states “such as” ICNIRP which opens up the possibility of referencing other 
guidelines. Please note there are other exposure guidelines available which embrace non-
thermal effects and set lower exposure levels. The use of alternative guidelines to ICNIRP is not
without precedent: at present six EU Member States do not apply the ICNIRP guidelines (Spain,
Luxemburg, The Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia and Lithuania).

1.6. Lopez et al 20213 is just one paper which post-dates the guidelines and clearly demonstrates 
harmful health effects, including statistically increased number of headaches and sleep 
disturbances, to residents living in close proximity to RFR radiating masts. This information is 
included in objections to the Glastonbury and Frome masts. Ofcom may regulate RFR exposure 
after masts have been erected by attending to sites and taking measurements, but they do not 
have the remit for public health protection or environmental protection. ICNIRP have no 
guideline exposure limits to protect the environment and are not competent to reconcile risks 
as required under EECC 106.
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https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-permitted-development-rights-for-electronic-communications-infrastructure-technical-consultation/changes-to-permitted-development-rights-for-electronic-communications-infrastructure-technical-consultation
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-permitted-development-rights-for-electronic-communications-infrastructure-technical-consultation/changes-to-permitted-development-rights-for-electronic-communications-infrastructure-technical-consultation


1.7. Measurements recorded by Ofcom in their report     at 1/100th ICNIRP levels do not match 
measurements which are being recorded in Radstock, Bath and Chiswick where recordings of 
1/10th of ICNIRP are regularly being recorded. (Evidence provided on request). Given this 
discrepancy, can Mendip ask that measurements are regularly provided for all masts both 
before and after installation?

2. Can Mendip Council honour Glastonbury Town Council’s adoption of the Precautionary 
Principle and the outcome of the 5G Advisory committee by providing the following: -

i) Copies of the science on Electrohypersensitivity (EHS) (Wireless radiation sickness) and 
non-thermal effects commissioned by PHE? (Reference correspondence below – 
Appendix 1.

ii) Prima facie evidence that 5G technology is safe to humans, children, the elderly and 
the vulnerable including the immune compromised.

For the purposes of fulfilling conditions for the Wells & Shepton Mallet Precautionary 
Principles (PP)11 and before Frome’s PP Policy can be overturned, Can Mendip Council 
supply: -

iii) Prima facie evidence that there is a consensus in the independent science that 5G is 
harmless to the environment, including fauna, flora and also that the energy demand 
from 5G will not increase carbon emissions.

iv) Enacting International Standards Organisations (ISO) procedures will place 
responsibility for producing risk assessments and evidence of safety in accordance with 
UK law with the Telecoms company themselves. Can Mendip send an ISO Non 
Compliance Report  to the agents named in applications 2021/1951/FUL and 2021/1951/
FUL? (See Appendix 2) The Applicant/Agent has not declared compliance with ISO 
Standards: ISO 9001 (Quality) or the equivalent TL 9000, ISO 14001 (Environment) and 
ISO 18001(Health and Safety). This is needed for all equipment to be used on these 
monopoles, specified now and for the future, both for the erecting of the infrastructure 
and the operational use of the antennas during the terms of the contract length.  (See 
Appendix 3)

2.1. The August 2020 Ofcom document “5G mobile technology: a guide” contains assurances “that 
there should be no consequence to public health” from the 5G roll-out, however, there is no 
prima facie evidence contained within the document to support this claim. References are 
made to the March 2020 guidelines but these are not yet fully implemented (Link ([para 3.4) This 
document is insufficient to support a shift in policy by Frome Town Council (FTC) or to satisfy 
Glastonbury’s April 2020 recommendations.

2.2. In August this year the Supreme Court ordered the American regulators (FCC) to explain why 
they had ignored evidence of harms including the peer reviewed science of non-thermal 
effects and testimonies from those suffering from electrohypersensitivity (EHS). 
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https://ehtrust.org/in-historic-decision-federal-court-finds-fcc-failed-to-explain-why-it-ignored-scientific-evidence-showing-harm-from-wireless-radiation/
https://glastonbury.gov.uk/2020/04/29/glastonbury-calls-for-5g-inquiry/
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0025/214459/guidance-emf-compliance-enforcement.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/913179/5G_mobile_technology_a_guide.pdf
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0021/214644/emf-test-summary-010321.pdf


2.3. Glastonbury’s 5G Advisory committee came to a similar conclusion in April 2020 and 
acknowledged that there are sound scientific reasons to consider both non-thermal effects and
EHS in much more depth and detail. The Department of Health and Social care replied in 
October 2020 to their request for research on both10.: -

“Public Health England (PHE) and the UK Government convened an independent scientific study 
into the non-thermal effects of 5G cellular network technology, along with the research that PHE 
commissions into electromagnetic hypersensitivity (EHS)”

Please can Mendip obtain these papers as it is unclear which specific research is being referenced 
in this correspondence.

2.4. Can Mendip request a system of registering and recording testimonies of those suffering 
symptoms after being exposed from newly erected radiating equipment?

2.5. Frome Town council committed to follow the outcome of the 5G Advisory committee after 
adopting this policy in 2019: -

“Frome Town Council has a moral responsibility to protect public health and the local 
environment. Until there is a consensus in independent science 5G wireless radiation is harmless 
to humans and the environment, and will not endorse the roll-out of 5G”.

2.6. There is no prima facie evidence for environmental impacts in the Ofcom August 2020 
document “5G technology: a guide” presented to councillors at the November 17th 2021 Frome
Town Council meeting thus their vote to bring in a new policy to endorse 5G without providing 
this evidence is a failure in due process and a failure of the moral responsibility expressed 
within that policy.

2.7. Can Mendip include the environmental impact and carbon footprint of 5G infrastructure in the 
Sustainability Appraisal? Can Mendip seek a report from the relevant central government of 
the full life cycle impact of 5G infrastructure? (A 5G mast uses 3-4 times the energy of a 4G 
mast.  Silicon chips cannot be manufactured using renewable energy sources.)

2.8. This statement is in the header of the “5G technology: A guide” document: -

“companies have been rolling out 5G in the UK since 2019. However, some people have raised 
concerns that the introduction of 5G could affect people’s health and have even linked it to the 
coronavirus pandemic. These claims are completely unfounded and should not be used as a basis 
to block or delay 5G rollout. “

2.9. The statement may have served to reassure FTC councillors that there is no foundation to 
health concerns. However, the statement is highly misleading as there is a strong foundation 
for health concerns. Evidence of radiation burns and resulting chronic EHS, fully endorsed by 
medical professionals and technical experts, experienced by two people after only 2 hours 
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exposure at a location in London where exposure is well below the ICNIRP guideline level, was 
presented during the FTC November 17th meeting. This information was not recorded in the 
minutes.

2.10. The Ofcom document contains no prima facie evidence that the extra challenge to immunity 
from Covid and increased exposure to RFR via 5G working together synergistically do not result
in an increased risk to the public.

3. Can you please ascertain and provide us with confirmation as to what the UK Health Security
Agency’s (UKHSA) position is regarding RFR regulation given that Public Health England is 
now disbanded.

4. As representatives for planning for Mendip Council can you clarify the requirement to weigh 
up evidence and facts presented in objections to mast applications in order to resolve the 
material planning consideration “unacceptable and incompatible use of the site”? What is 
the requirement to assess evidence relevant to potentially conflicting policies NPPF 118 and 
NPPF 185?

4.1. The concern is that planning law is being by-passed which leaves the Local Council exposed to 
litigation costs.

From the Wright case 2019 2

'The guidance given by the Framework (NPPF) is not to be interpreted as if it were a statute. A 
policy statement cannot redefine the concept of a 'material consideration', which is a legal 
question that has an answer 'consistent over time’”

So, it seems planners could be in a vulnerable position and open to litigation if evidence 
presented in objections is not taken into account and NPPF 1183 is solely relied upon.

4.2. We are concerned that planners and councillors in Mendip are expressing that health concerns 
cannot be addressed beyond the receipt of a Telecoms self-certified certificate. NPPF 
paragraph 118 is clear that LPAs should not set health safeguards other than ICNIRP. There is a 
potential conflict between NPPF 1853, NPPF 923 and NPPF 1183. Ignoring paragraph 185, whilst 
selectively citing paragraph 118 could be a narrow interpretation of the NPPF.

4.3. In the case of “Yasmin Skelt vs First Secretary of State and Three Rivers District Council and 
Orange PCS Limited (2002)” the First Secretary of State (John Prescott) conceded that the 
ICNIRP certificate must not be used as a bar to full and proper consideration of the public’s 
health concerns.

4.4. ICNIRP do not set protections for the environment. It is thought that current peer reviewed 
science demonstrating cumulative polluting effects to health and the environment could be 
included in the assessment of the proposal under NPPF 185 alongside NPPF 118.
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4.5. “R. v. Stockport MBC ex parte Smith” indicates that perceived risks as well as actual risks need 
to be taken into account (Case No. CO/159/2001) The Honourable Mr Justice Ouseley said in 
his decision:

"It is arguable that actual and perceived health risks are relevant to siting of these masts, and 
that the latter was not taken into account".

4.6. Can Mendip confirm its position on perceived risk?

4.7. How will Mendip assess sustainability and the evidence presented in objections regarding the 
environmental impact of the technology in terms of energy consumption and toxicity?  

5. Can you clarify whether the 2005 Nunn case4 indicates that the failure to account for 
evidence of health effects submitted in the objection was found to be a breach of Human 
Rights. If so, will this be upheld in Mendip’s decisions?

The judgement suggests that claims both in the matter of health and of property values should
be respected in planning law and that this should therefore be taken into consideration when 
mast applications are processed.

6.  Can you seek clarification from the Secretary of State for Health, UKHSA and from Ofcom 
concerning the oversight of exclusion zones? Mistakes are being made by Telecoms which is 
leaving the public exposed in areas clearly designated by Telecom’s provider data as safe only
for a maximum of 8 hours. Residents themselves are needing to calculate where the zones 
fall and inform planners when they find a breach. Ofcom taking measurements after the 
masts have been erected is insufficient protection for residents found within those zones. 
Regarding exclusion zones for 5G MIMO masts, can Mendip provide the power output in dbm
in the near field of the antenna and the collimated beam drop off calculations with a 
comparison to the ICNIRP safety guideline of 1mw/cm2?

6.1. How can Mendip fulfil its co-joint role with the SoSfH under the s2A of the National Health 
Service Act 2006 to ensure residents are protected from risks of harm when they do not know 
the power and frequencies emitting from the masts nor the extent of areas designated by 
ICNIRP as unsafe for longer than 8-hour periods? The calculation of those zones is part of the 
certification process but they are not presented with the certificate. Ofcom commit to 
measuring exposure levels should residents suspect there has been a breach once the mast is 
erected, but this is unsatisfactory if errors are being made at the planning stage. Telecom 
companies or agents do not always make site visits. Examples of mistakes are not restricted to 
the recent case in Brighton6. An application in Radstock has been passed with a house fully 
inside an 8-hour restricted zone when the plan is turned on for 5G. (20/04924/FUL)

6.2. Lack of clarity regarding ICNIRP certification recently cost Brighton and Hove City Council 
(B&HCC) over £13,000 November 2021. (Brighton and Hove City Council & Hutchinson 3G V C 
Springgay Consent order6)
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6.3. The parents in Brighton highlighted the fact that there were exclusion zones possibly falling on 
school grounds adjacent to the mast but they were ignored until Judicial Review proceedings 
were instigated. Far from B&HCC’s concession being a mere technicality, it highlights the 
council's vulnerability when they don’t have access to exclusion zone information. B&HCC were
assured by Telecoms that the ICNIRP certificate for the lowered mast was valid. Given the 
planners have no means of validating the certificate, their acceptance of this assurance was 
reasonable. However, if objectors had not calculated where the exclusion zones were for 
themselves and challenged the decision by Judicial Review, this mast would have gone ahead 
endangering the school children. It is untenable for objectors to be expected to oversee the 
zones and take court proceedings in order to protect themselves.

7. Can you clarify Mendip Council’s position on liability for claims for injury and harm to 
residents and the environment resulting from exposure to non-ionising radiation from the 
4G/5G masts?

7.1. A letter from PHE solicitors in August 20195 states that for liability purposes Local Authorities 
need to decide how much weight to put on the exposure guidelines and how much weight to 
give other information and evidence available to them and presented in objections. This is a 
direct contradiction to the requirement set by planning policy NPPF 118 for planners to not set 
health safeguards different from the International Commission guidelines.

7.2. Resolving this conflict ahead of time is important as the likelihood of claims is increasing, which
could be very costly to councils.

8. Can Mendip Council seek clarification on the purpose of consulting schools re Telecom mast 
planning applications?

8.1. The Code of Best practice (2016) is unclear about the exact purpose of consulting schools and 
exactly when they should be consulted.

“• There is a history of concern about base stations within the local community;”

This is one of the conditions in the Code when Councils are expected to consult local schools. 
This condition is fulfilled for all four towns Glastonbury, Frome, Wells and Shepton Mallet 
(2021/1951/FUL and 2021/1951/FUL). Please can Mendip give an assurance that schools 
within 500m of the mast will be consulted?

Planners could be vulnerable as there are no specific guidance. If there is unanimous 
opposition to a mast being placed near a school from both parents and teachers, what scope is 
there for planners to refuse the mast on this basis?

B&HCC conceded to three grounds including: - (Brighton and Hove City Council & Hutchinson 
3G V C Springgay)
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https://uploads-ssl.webflow.com/5b7ab54b285dec5c113ee24d/5d5d4cd69a3f3827f30d06e9_Codes%20of%20Practice.pdf


“the Council failed to address the health impacts of this particular proposal and to obtain 
adequate evidence of the assessment of the proximity to the school and the amended 
proposal;”

8.2. Please note also a mast in London was refused by Wandsworth Council on the grounds it would
“impact the quality of the local play area.” 4 December 2021 Link so please affirm that 
proximity to play areas will equally be considered by Mendip.

9. Can you read & forward Lopez (2021) ,Pearce (2019)  & Belpomme to the UK Health Security 
Agency (UKHSA) and seek specific comment on the risk to the public that these papers 
indicate. Lopez et al is a paper which post-dates the March 2020 ICNIRP guidelines and the 
Pearce paper suggests, based on current peer reviewed science, that positioning masts 500m 
from residents will limit liability costs.

10. How will Mendip Council consider objections from those currently suffering EHS Disability 
living in direct line of a proposed 5G mast?  Will the fact that the microwave/millimetre 
waves will penetrate and invade their homes making their homes intolerable be given weight
when assessing the “compatibility and acceptability” of a site”? How will the following laws 
be referenced? Healthy Homes Bill 2020 Fair Society Healthy Lives, The Marmet Review, 
Disability Act 20, Housing Act 1985 and the European Electronics Communications Code 
Recital 110 Public Health Imperative?  How will the Council ensure that persons with 
Electrohypersensitivity Disability have access to the same Equality Rights to a healthy home 
as enjoyed by those who don't suffer EHS Disability?

There is at least one resident in Somerset who has been awarded disability payments for EHS 
Disability. There are many others who suffer EHS symptoms with consequent severe restrictions in 
their working and home life who are yet to be officially diagnosed. The symptoms include nausea, 
brain fog and inability to focus or concentrate, fatigue, nerve pain, headaches, sleep disturbances 
and nightmares, reddening of the skin, crawling sensations and itchiness.

Please note the recognition of this matter in the March 2019 European Economic and Social 
Committee document “Digitalisation- Challenges for Europe”: -

Each day the number of EHS sufferers increases: according to new estimates, between 3% and 
5% of the population are electro-sensitive, meaning that some 13 million Europeans may suffer 
from this syndrome, which has various names (electro-sensitivity, Wi -Fi syndrome, microwave 
syndrome, electromagnetic hypersensitivity, etc.).

Exposure to electromagnetic fields has been increasing in recent years, following the expansion of
technologies. In addition to health problems, this can result in limited access to many public or
private facilities, especially in buildings where devices have been installed for transmitting 
wireless
technology.
These people may sometimes suffer the incomprehension and scepticism of doctors who do not 
deal with this syndrome professionally and therefore fail to offer proper diagnosis and treatment. 
Due to the serious differences in scientific opinion, the independence of bodies involved in 
establishing maximum exposure levels must be reinforced. The EESC is in favour of adopting 
binding safeguarding legislation that reduces or mitigates exposure to electromagnetic fields.
The EU should assist currently affected groups and limit exposure fields in light of the
recommendations set out in this opinion, especially with respect to recognising this exposure as a
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https://www.eesc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/files/qe-01-19-295-en-n.pdf
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26613326/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/337624982_Limiting_liability_with_positioning_to_minimize_negative_health_effects_of_cellular_phone_towers
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cause of functional disability and environmental illness.
The EESC emphasises the need to step up the application of the ALARA principle, bearing in mind 
therisk of non-thermal biological effects of electromagnetic emissions. In addition, it is important 
to facilitate research in this area. The EESC is in favour of ensuring a high level of health protection 
for workers by applying the improvements that are available, while this principle should be 
included in European legislation. “

NOTES

1. Glastonbury 5G Advisory Committee Proposals  

1.1. Writes to identified MPs and asks them to establish a Select Committee or Committee Inquiry 
into the safety or otherwise of fifth generation cellular network technology – building upon the
work already undertaken by the Glastonbury’s 5G Advisory Committee investigation.

1.2. Writes to Public Health England and the UK Government asking them to convene an 
independent scientific study into the non-thermal effects of fifth generation cellular network 
technology – particularly the impact of high frequency, long duration exposure on the levels of 
reactive oxygen species and antioxidants biomarkers – in human subjects [see Appendix 3].

1.3. Writes to Public Health England and ask them to commission research into 
electrohypersensitivity (EHS).

1.4. Lobbies the International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) to take 
into account the non-thermal effects of radiofrequency EMFs in their Guidelines on Limiting 
Exposure to Electromagnetic Fields.

In addition to the recommendations, Glastonbury Town Council resolved unanimously to 
continue their adoption of the Precautionary Principle; opposing the roll-out of 5G until 
further information is made available on the safety or otherwise of the technology.

2. The Supreme Court ruling in R (Wright) v Resilient Energy Severndale Ltd. and Forest of Dean 
Council [2019] UKSC 53     establishes that Government policy statements cannot 'undermine' 
what the settled case law has determined the term 'material consideration' means in the 
planning statutes (paragraph 45). Lord Gill states in paragraphs 74 and 75,

“The guidance given by the Framework (NPPF) is not to be interpreted as if it were a statute. A 
policy statement cannot redefine the concept of a 'material consideration', which is a legal 
question that has an answer 'consistent over time'.

3. EECC Recitals, Article and National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs
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EECC ARTICLE 45 2 h)“..promote the harmonisation of use of radio spectrum by electronic 
communications networks and services' ... (pursuing objectives including) ... (h) consistency 
and predictability throughout the Union regarding the way the use of radio spectrum is 
authorised in protecting public health taking into account Recommendation 1999/519/EC”.

1999/519/EC Council Recommendation of 12 July 1999 on the limitation of exposure of the 
general public to electromagnetic fields(0 Hz to 300 GHz) “(19) 'the Member States should take
note of progress made in scientific knowledge and technology with respect to non-ionising 
radiation protection, taking into account the aspect of precaution, and should provide for 
regular scrutiny and review with an assessment being made at regular intervals in the light of 
guidance issued by competent international organisations, such as the International 
Commission on Non-Ionising Radiation Protection'”

EECC RECITAL 105 “...Improving facility sharing can lower the environmental cost of deploying 
electronic communications infrastructure and serve public health, public security and meet 
town and country planning objectives….”
EECC RECITAL 106 “Competent authorities should seek to reconcile the environmental and 
public health considerations in question, taking due account of the precautionary approach set 
out in Council Recommendation 1999/519/EC”

EECC RECITAL 110 “The need to ensure that citizens are not exposed to electromagnetic fields 
at a level harmful to public health is imperative”

NPPF 92 “Planning policies and decisions should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe 
places”

NPPF 118 “Local planning authorities must determine applications on planning grounds only. 
They should not seek to prevent competition between different operators, question the need 
for an electronic communications system, or set health safeguards different from the 
International Commission guidelines for public exposure”.

NPPF 185 “Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is 
appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) 
of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well as the potential 
sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the development'

4. NUNN Case 2005

In a case before the Court of appeal of England and Wales (Civil Division) of 8th February 2005, 
Nunn. R (on the application of First Secretary of State and Ors) vs T-Mobile/Leeds City Council,

The following ruling was made by Lord Justice Waller at para 22 of the judgement:

“It seems to me clear that Dr Nunn's Article 6 rights were here infringed. She and others 
affected had the right to make representations to the LPA on the effects on health and on the
appearance of the mast as it affected them and the value of their homes. T-Mobile of course 
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contested that their health could be affected and contested that the appearance affected the 
value of their homes.

Both T-Mobile and Dr Nunn had, under Article 6, the right to expect that those points would 
be determined by the LPA, by an effective decision which might be the subject of an appeal to 
an Inspector, controlled by the court by Judicial Review or even such as to be under the direct 
control by the court by Judicial Review.”

5. DLA PIPER – PHE solicitors letter August 2019

“guidance is not maintained and revised by PHE for the explicit purpose of any body 
undertaking any other statutory function. If in any other context regard is had to the Guidance 
that is entirely a matter for the discretion of the relevant body and it must determine what 
weight to place on the Guidance given the clear indication as to the sources from which the 
advice and recommendations in the Guidance are derived. Equally, that body must determine 
what other evidence from ... members of the public or interested parties to consider in making 
any decision”. Full letter available on request.

6. Brighton and Hove City Council & Hutchinson 3G V C Springgay - Nov 2021

Second of three grounds “(ii) the Council failed to address the health impacts of this particular 
proposal and to obtain adequate evidence of the assessment of the proximity the school and the 
amended proposal;”

7. Extract from Letter from DCMS

“Managing 5G health concerns”
We know that some constituents have expressed concerns about the potential harmful effects on 
human health of 5G. Some have even linked 5G to the coronavirus, encouraged by online 
conspiracy theories. All of these concerns are completely unfounded and Public Health England 
has stated that there is no credible evidence.
The Government has developed guidance to help councils and local politicians deal with queries 
from the public, counter misinformation and explain the facts about 5G. This will help support your
role in facilitating the rollout of next-generation infrastructure, and prevent misleading claims 
becoming a barrier to rollout.
However, credible evidence exists that RFR causes EHS and adverse health effects: -

Court ruling that wireless radiation from a mobile caused acoustic neuroma and with 
the recognition of EHS as a physical condition. This 2011 report post- dates the World 
Health Organisation WHO statement on EHS.

Parliamentary Assembly Council of Europe – EHS is real 
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Reliable disease biomarkers characterizing and identifying electrohypersensitivity and 
multiple chemical sensitivity as two etiopathogenic aspects of a unique pathological 
disorder Belpomme et al

8. Health Safety Guidelines and 5G Wireless Radiation [Health Matters] James Lin

Extracts from   “H&S Guidelines and 5G wireless radiation”,   Lin J, IEEE magazine, Jan 2022.  (Ex   
ICNIRP member and Editor of Bioelectromagnetics)

"The recently updated safety recommendations provide a reduction factor of 10 for the public’s 
safety and a reduction factor of two in the case of workers. In this situation, the efficacy of these 
updated safety recommendations is borderline, and the updated recommendations are 
meaningless from the perspective of safety protection."

"Some of the updated safety recommendations are marginal, questionable, and lack scientific 
justification from the perspective of safety protection"

9.Cipracem Report
Link

10. Precautionary Principle Policies

SHEPTON MALLET “Shepton Mallet Town Council has a moral responsibility to protect public 
health and the local environment. Until there is more independent and disinterested scientific 
consensus that 5G wireless radiation is harmless to humans and the environment, Shepton Mallet 
Town Council adopts the precautionary principle and will not endorse the roll out of 5G.”

WELLS “This Council has a responsibility to protect the public and environment from exposure to 
harm, albeit unpredictable in the current state of scientific knowledge, and therefore opposes the 
roll-out of 5G in the Parish of Wells City Council –based on the precautionary principle –until 
further information is revealed.”

FROME “Frome Town Council has a moral responsibility to protect public health and the local 
environment. Until there is a consensus in independent science 5G wireless radiation is harmless to 
humans and the environment, and will not endorse the roll-out of 5G”.

FINAL NOTE

Links for those reading this document on hardcopy.
Belpomme   - https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26613326/
Council of Europe re EHS -https://assembly.coe.int/nw/xml/XRef/Xref-XML2HTML-en.asp?
fileid=17994
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https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fstop5g.co.uk%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2021%2F12%2FCipracem-report.pdf&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cbbcb108324e746a74a3908d9bf052cf4%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C637750851207939171%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=Q%2Ft4uC8qMcJAq9IoqbcKHwIRX7fO3qXs63R8XbDhyvk%3D&reserved=0
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26613326/


Pearce https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33434609/
Lopez - https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33434609/
Ofcom – Consultation re deregulation - https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-
to-permitted-development-rights-for-electronic-communications-infrastructure-technical-
consultation/changes-to-permitted-development-rights-for-electronic-communications-
infrastructure-technical-consultation
Ofcom – August 2020 (5G Mobile Technology – a guide) https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/913179/5G_mobile_technology_a_guide.pd

APPENDICES

Appendix 1

Letter from Dept of Health and Social Care received on 20 October 2020 by Glastonbury Town 
Council in response to requests resulting from the 5G Advisory Committee.

Our ref: DE-1234995
Dear Mr Tucker, 
  
Thank you for your correspondence of 11 May to Michael Gove about 5G. Your letter has been passed to the 
Department for Health and Social Care. I have been asked to reply and I apologise for the long delay in doing so.

Public Health England (PHE) and the UK Government convened an independent scientific study into the non-thermal
effects of 5G cellular network technology, along with the research that PHE commissions into electromagnetic 
hypersensitivity (EHS). [Emphasis added]

PHE does not make decisions on the roll-out of 5G technologies but advises the Government on all aspects of public 
health, including the exposure to the radiofrequency electromagnetic fields (EMFs), or radio waves, from 5G and other 
radio communications systems. PHE’s advice is that the guidelines from the International Commission on Non-Ionizing 
Radiation Protection should be adopted for limiting exposures. The guidelines address exposure to EMFs and they 
apply irrespective of the technology giving rise to the exposure.

5G systems produce radio waves in the frequency range covered by the guidelines and both non-thermal effects and 
electrical hypersensitivity have been considered in the formulation of the guidelines.

Information setting out PHE’s position on 5G technologies radio waves and health can be found at www.gov.uk by 
searching for ‘5G and health’. The main conclusion is that, although there may be a small increase in overall exposure 
to radio waves when 5G is added to an existing network or in a new area, the overall exposure is expected to remain 
low, relative to the guidelines, and there should be no consequences for public health.

Further information about exposure to radio waves from mobile phone base stations, including those for 5G networks, 
can be found in the webpage above. This highlights comprehensive evidence reviews, such as those performed at UK 
level (AGNIR 2012) and EU level (SCENIHR 2015), that reference many original scientific studies that have been 
performed around the world. More detail can be found at www.gov.uk by searching for ‘mobile phone base stations’.

PHE is also a World Health Organization (WHO) collaborating centre, and the WHO is preparing a major review 
covering evidence that has accumulated since 1993 relating to frequencies up to 300 GHz, which includes those used

by 5G. Further information can be found at www.who.int/peh-emf/research/rf_ehc_page/en/. [Emphasis 
added, link broken]

I hope this reply is helpful.
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https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.who.int%2Fpeh-emf%2Fresearch%2Frf_ehc_page%2Fen%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cefee357bd7e94005d1fc08d9d173dcc7%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C637771117824498565%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=PC0vKsLVHh7HY2dLRbVXhn06bfHkC9tnIqgFMBb%2FBjg%3D&reserved=0
https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cefee357bd7e94005d1fc08d9d173dcc7%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C637771117824498565%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=8HyZR3Jza9ojWfsOWtciqoeJaMzGRqJNhOwet7qRu0o%3D&reserved=0
https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cefee357bd7e94005d1fc08d9d173dcc7%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C637771117824498565%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=8HyZR3Jza9ojWfsOWtciqoeJaMzGRqJNhOwet7qRu0o%3D&reserved=0
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/913179/5G_mobile_technology_a_guide.pd
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/913179/5G_mobile_technology_a_guide.pd


Yours sincerely, 

Joshua Fayle 
Ministerial Correspondence and Public Enquiries
Department of Health and Social Care

Appendix 2

ACTIVATING PRECAUTION BY ISSUING INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS ORGANISATION (ISO) NON 
COMPLIANCE REPORT

Suggested template

Nature of Fault/Defect and Cause re: mast application 2021/1951/FUL& 2021/1952/FU
Date xxxxxxx
                                                                                                                 

1. The suitability of the installation, equipment, and services used for this upgrade.

Reassurance is sought that no predictable harm will results from the deployment of the 5G masts 
proposed to be situated at Park Farm Road Glastonbury and at the junction with Manor Road 
Grove Lane Frome

The following papers provide evidence of harm in the vicinity of masts and the vulnerability of 
children at exposure levels well below those deemed safe by the Declaration of Conformity with 
ICNIRP certificate supplied with the mast application.

1) “Biological effects from exposure to electromagnetic radiation emitted by cell tower base 
stations and other antenna arrays” 2010 Blake Levett and Henry Lai    Link  

2) -”What is the radiation before 5G? A correlation study between measurements in situ and in 
real time and epidemiological indicators”  January 2021  Madrid López et al L  ink  

3). Tom Butler 'A Review of the Health Risks of Radio-frequency Radiation Employed in 5G
Technology and the Implications for UK Policymaking', May 2020, Link

Tom Butler “On the Clear Evidence of the Risks to Children from Non-Ionizing Radio Frequency 
Radiation: The Case of Digital Technologies in the Home, Classroom and Society” Link

4)  'EUROPAEM EMF Guideline 2016 for the prevention, diagnosis and treatment of EMF-
related health problems and illnesses', 2016. Link

5) Belpomme “Thermal and non-thermal health effects of low intensity non-ionizing radiation: An
international perspective', 2018 Link
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file:///F:/ECOCIDE/5G/Glastonbury/Precautionary%20Principle/Karen's%20letter%20to%20Mendip/,https:/pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30025338/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/27454111/
https://mdsafetech.files.wordpress.com/2020/05/5g-professor-tom-butler-on-the-clear-evidence-of-the-risks-to-children-from-non-ionizing-radio-frequency-radiation-the-case-of-digital-technologies-in-the-home-classroom-and-society-.pdf
https://ecfsapi.fcc.gov/file/10604943924787/Prof-Tom-Butler-Submission-on-5G-RFR-Final-27-05-2020-1.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0013935121000281?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0013935121000281?via%3Dihub
https://cdnsciencepub.com/doi/full/10.1139/A10-018#.WYUlOHeZNo4


This 2010 Blake Levett and Henry Lai” paper states

“Both anecdotal reports and some epidemiology studies have found headaches, skin rashes, sleep 
disturbances, depression, decreased libido, increased rates of suicide, concentration problems, 
dizziness, memory changes, increased risk of cancer, tremors, and other neurophysiological effects 
in populations near base stations.

Earlier studies showing increase in headaches and sleep disturbances have been corroborated in 
the January 2021 research paper from Madrid, which found statistically significant increases in 
both. Cancer rates were 10 times the national rate near the mast.

The precautionary principle is embedded in law via the European Electronics Communication Code
(EECC) Recital 110 and Article 45.2 h) and EU recommendations 1999/519/EC.

EECC RECITAL 106
Competent authorities should seek to reconcile the environmental and public health 
considerations in question, taking due account of the precautionary approach set out in Council 
Recommendation 1999/519/EC

Appendix 3

Background Information regarding International Standards Organisation and Telecoms

ISO Standards 9001/TL9000, and QHSAS 18001 (Health and Safety)

The relevant ISO 9001(Quality Standard), and/or the equivalent TL 9000, and QHSAS 18001(Health 
& Safety Standard), standards/procedures are designed to meet the following requirements:

a) Quality Management System ISO requirements - ISO 9001 (Quality) and the equivalent TL 
9000

ISO compliant companies installing, bringing into use or operating RFR emitting equipment, 
installations and services, must:  

i) document the scope of their Quality Management System (QMS),

ii) produce and maintain a Quality Policy (QP) that serves defined quality objectives,

and,

iii) document the processes that are critical to the performance of the QMS.

The QMS and the QP should be maintained in compliance with ISO 9001 (Quality), or the 
equivalent TL 9000 (as an ICT/Telecoms-specific quality management standard based on ISO 9001),
ISO 14001 (Environmental), and OHSAS 18001 (Occupational Health & Safety), as applicable.
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Central to Quality Management under ISO 9001, and the TL 9000 equivalent, are the control of 
non-conformance of products or services supplied by service suppliers, or authorised service 
providers. Control of non-conformance should be matched with a long-term managerial 
commitment to the continued improvement of products and services by the elimination of any re-
occurrence of non-conformance.

The QMS and QP define the range of laws that the compliant companies must adhere to.

ISO 9001, and the TL 9000 equivalent QMS require that a documented procedure for addressing a 
NCR is enacted through a process that draws together the following steps, or equivalent steps that 
define the requirement for:

i) evaluating the need for action to ensure that non-conformance does not recur,

ii) determining and implementing corrective actions,

iii) recording the results of actions taken, and the actions that ISO compliant organisation/s will 
pursue,

iv) eliminating the cause of non-conformance to prevent reoccurrence through actions that are 
appropriate in relation to identified risk,

and,

v) utilising documented procedures for confirming the existence of non-conformance and its 
cause/s,

and,

vi) recording any requirement for evaluating the need for action to prevent the future occurrence 
of non-conformance.

The QMS requires the enactment of procedures for preventing occurrences of non-conformities 
by:

vii) determining, implementing and recording preventative action,

vii) recording the results of preventative action,

and,

ix) for reviewing and recording preventative actions.

b) OHSAS 18001 (Occupational Health & Safety)

The OHSAS defines,

'the requirements for establishing, implementing and operating the Occupational Health and 
Safety Management System (OHSMS)',

and compatibility with ISO 9001 (Quality) and ISO 14001 (Environmental) standards are intended 
to facilitate,
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'the design, implemention and operation of an integrated quality, environmental and occupational 
health and safety management system'.

The OHSMS,

'is a framework that allows an organisation to consistently identify and control its health and 
safety risks, reduce the potential for accidents, help achieve compliance with health and safety 
legislation and continually improve its performances'.

The Health and Safety at Work Act 1994 implies the need for risk assessment under the general 
duties of employers to their employees. These duties are extended by section 3 of the Act to 
anybody affected by activities of the employer including contractors, visitors, customers and 
members of the public.

Hazard identification, risk assessment, and risk control are paramount to the operation of the 
OHSHS.

Checking and corrective action, and all relevant process and procedures triggered by a NCR in ways
that are compatible with the integrated ISO systems are required to eliminate the actual or 
potential causes of accidents, incidents and non-conformances.
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