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005 10th September 2022

Dear friends and supporters, 

I hope everyone is well. 

What's in this Bulletin:

P.2 1. Local update (Action)

P.5 2. Telecommunications Infrastructure (Consultation) Bill (Action)

P.6 3. Mast minimum set back distance of 500m established..

P.8 4. Mendip Council refused mast based on health impact- a discussion

P.14 5. Local Authorities are against carbon emissions but for smart tech

P.17 6. Facial recognition rollout – by stealth

P.18 7. You can do a Wireless Risk Assessment for schools

P.19 8. Government removing some 5G deployments from local scrutiny

P.21 9. Planning Aid England – getting answers to planning queries

P.21 10. Smart motorways, no hard shoulder to cry on

P.23 11. Directed-Energy Weapons (DEW) and 5G

P.24 12. What to make of copper phone lines being replaced by optical fibre?
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1. Local update

Quick update on the mast situaton.
• 22/P0129 Holmes Road SW19 1DZ:  Refused but Appeal lodged
• 22/P1562 Morden Road, London: Refused
• 22/P1885 Opposite 40 Malmesbury Road Morden: Refused
• 22/P2105 132 Stonecot Hill Sutton: Prior Approval Given (LB Sutton)

22/P0129- On appeal, we need your   action  , please send in your submission
Here is the flyer relating to the mast.  Please:

1. go to https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/
2. Enter 3299447 into the search for a case input box
3. Click on the “make a representation” button and make your submission
4. We have until Friday 16/9/2022

22/P2105- Prior approval given
This mast was given the go after acknowledging receipt of the following objections:

• Many masts nearby already- needless densification
• Towering over surroundings, visual intrusion
• It would be only 180m from Brookfield Primary Academy and only 330m from a 

hospital and hospice.  
• The New Hampshire Commission showed 500m should be the minimum set back
• No exclusion zone submitted with application
• 5G uninsurable and public bodies who follow govt advice but who are then sued 

by the public due to harmed are not indemnified and will not be supported by PHE
or UKHSA who gave them the advice in such legal claims.

• 5G does not accord with the aims of govt and planning at all levels to be more 
"sustainable"and to meet "net-zero" targets. (backing materials provided)

• 5G is not demand-driven, nor industry driven but a Govt driven roll out as shown 
by the “Collaborating for digital connectivity” letter sent by Govt to all our local 
authorities.

• Its not about improved user experience but about machine to machine 
communication to realise the government's smart city vision.

• Conflicts of interest in bodies declaring the technology safe and studies showing 
harm.

LB Sutton's reasons for approving the mast
In their delegated report LB Sutton council's planning officers made the following 
comments to support the decision for prior approval:

• They had not received comments from those who were directly consulted 
living/working near the site of the mast. 

• They had received a declaration that the mast conforms to ICNIRP guidelines from 
the applicant.  (For those new to this world, if you're thinking there is no 

https://c1889ad2-dd45-4a90-b687-2688b2f66310.usrfiles.com/ugd/c1889a_f975ac61a01145e0aa3295f3fdaa414f.pdf
https://c1889ad2-dd45-4a90-b687-2688b2f66310.usrfiles.com/ugd/c1889a_c4207910070c4f02a95cbcff6497b4e0.pdf
https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/
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independent oversight, you'd be right)  
• 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that Local Planning 

Authorities should not seek to set health safeguards.
• Merton Council has declared a climate emergency. However, these objectives 

need to (be) balanced against other Local and Government Objectives. In this 
case, advanced, high quality and reliable communications infrastructure, such as 
5G, is viewed by the Government as essential for economic growth and social well-
being (refer paragraph 114 of the NPPF). The benefits of 5G technology from the 
proposed telecom equipment is considered to outweigh potential additional 
energy use.

The final point is an interesting one.  They concede that the energy use would increase 
but soften this reality with the word “potential”.  We are to understand from the above 
Merton Council's “declared climate emergency” would take a back seat if the 
Government says so.  They say 5G infrastructure enables economic growth and social 
well-being which takes priority over the “emergency”.  Where is the evidence for this?  I 
leave you to consider whether they are being consistent in their position.  How does the 
government's smart city vision for 5G equate to social well-being?  5G is far less reliable 
and of lower quality  than wired connections.  4G can do pretty much all of what 5G does 
more efficiently so why would 5G grow the economy?  And if it grows surveillance 
capitalism how would that be beneficial for social well-being?

In terms of siting, it is mostly covered by the following “The development would be 
setback the kerb side by 450mm, which would be sufficient to ensure that the equipment 
would not be a hazard for motorists. The mast would also not materially reduce the 
sightlines of passing motorists.

It is also acknowledged that the footpath width would be retained after the equipment is 
installed as it would be sited on the grass verge. This would ensure that the safe and 
efficient flow of pedestrians is maintained.”  

Why do we face this narrow blinkered approach?
The processes and policy in local planning promotes a dangerously blinkered approach 
when it comes to 5G.  Such an appoach does not even consider the presence of existing 
masts very close by and the health implications of a mast located close to the most 
vulnerable in schools, hospitals and homes.  Planners work for the government which sets 
the parameters of their responsibility by policy.   Too often that's where the story ends.  In
fact, by law they need to take an evidence-based approach and this trumps guidance/ 
policy.  One senses planners who do this would be seen as “rocking the boat”.  This is a 
reasonable assumption given the context.  Government is promoting accelerated 
implementation of 5G, sponsoring research into it and incentivising councils and telcos 
to deliver unimpeded roll-out.   It is reasonable to assume the resulting organisational 
behaviour and culture in government bodies will orient itself away from grassroots 
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concerns however well-founded and not even be aware it is doing so in many cases.  
Group-think takes hold, convincing those in its grip they are working for the social good 
even in the face of all evidence to the contrary.  How do we break the spell?  I have 2 
suggestions:

1. Continually reminding them of what PHE's solicitors DLA Piper have said “A public
body must determine how much weight to put on the PHE guidance. Equally 
that body must determine what other evidence from your client or other 
members of the public or interested parties to consider in making any 
decision. If it be alleged that a public body now or in the future acted unlawfully in 
placing reliance on the guidance, that cannot retrospectively taint the guidance 
with illegality.”

2. Absorbing the article in the previous bulletin “Turning a deaf ear into a listening 
one.” and/or go to https://reachingpeople.net

Other recent news
I've started to do talks along with some very interesting speakers.  Last Sunday I joined 
Stand in the Park in Crawley.  Thanks to all involved for their passion, interest and for 
organising the events to provide the opportunity to connect and share what's going on.  
https://standtogether.org.uk/ is a nicely designed website and has a lot of good info 
including a calendar of events, news, a business directory, resources among other things.

I hope to share videos of the talks in the event in due course.

Connecting to others concerned about 5G etc. locally
I am putting another call out to see if I can connect members local to one another who 
can see through the con of 5G, among other things.

Emailing 5GinMerton@pm.me and let me know what your area is and I can see if I can 
connect you with someone.

mailto:5GinMerton@pm.me
https://standtogether.org.uk/
https://reachingpeople.net/
https://www.5ginmerton.com/_files/ugd/c1889a_b3afa46f0bb249d69701db32545ade3a.pdf
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Also, if you offer products and services and would like to offer them to members let me 
know.  I could make other members aware.  It could be anything.  You may have a lot of 
fruit that would spoil if not picked, or you may be an electrician or an artist or someone 
who may be able to repair and mend.  

May be we can barter?  What do you think, happy to hear your views?

I think would be nice to build a supportive community and could link with directories such
as that on standtogether.org.uk

2. Telecommunications Infrastructure (Consultation) Bill.

Action: Please contact your MP and ask him to support this bill which is at second reading
stage. https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/3225

It is a Bill to make provision about mandatory local consultation in relation to the 
installation of telecommunications infrastructure in residential areas; and for connected 
purposes.  It may be in response to the the government removing the ability of local 
communities to push-back on such infrastructure as laid out in section 8 (Page 19).

Dame Diana Johnson MP for Kingston upon Hull North, is sponsoring the bill.  You may 
want to contact her johnsond@parliament.uk to ask for more details and to thank her.

mailto:johnsond@parliament.uk
https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/3225
http://www.standtogether.org.uk/
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3.   Mast minimum set back distance of 500m established.

The New Hampshire Commission met over a one year period and submitted its final 
report in November 2020.  Thirteen people with expertise in toxicology, physics, 
electromagnetics, epidemiology, biostatistics, occupational health, medicine, public 
health policy, business and law were involved in the work.  The overarching conclusion is 
that wireless radiation poses a significant threat to human health and the environment.

Their conclusion:
Safe set back of a cell tower at a minimum of 500m is required to provide reasonable 
protection for most people whilst not impeding the use of wireless communication.

How they arrived at the conclusion:
1. By looking at disease prevalence as a function of distance where people live from a

cell tower. (Field research)
2. Identified lowest power densities known to cause negative health outcomes and 

determine the distance from a cell tower where those distances are not exceeded. 
(Lab research)

These two approaches give very similar results which meant the Commission was 
confident that the 500m was a good setback recommendation.

10 studies have been done using the first approach.  One was conducted in Brazil over a 
period of 10 years, 1996 to 2006, covering 856 cell towers and 7,191 cancer/neoplasia 
deaths.  Thus study is important as very few people had cell phones in Brazil at that time 
(5 years after the study ended, only 28% of the population had cell phones).  So the study
gives a good indication of effects of cell tower radiation as opposed to effects of radiation
from use of personal devices.
Highest level of radiation exposure measured during the study was 407mW/m², which  
notably is only 5% of the U.S. FCC limit.

Buckus, Raimondas et al. “A Technical Approach to the Evaluation of Radiofrequency Radiation Emissions from 
MobileTelephony Base Stations.” International journal of environmental research and public health vol. 14,3 244. 1 
Mar. 2017, doi:10.3390/ijerph14030244 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5369080/.  

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5369080/
http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/statstudcomm/committees/1474/reports/5G%20final%20report.pdf
http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/statstudcomm/committees/1474/reports/5G%20final%20report.pdf
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When many studies have been done looking at the same thing, a meta-study is done to 
combine the results to give great greater statistical confidence in the answers. 8 of the 10 
studies reported symptoms of adverse neurobehavioural symptoms or cancer in 
populations living at distances less than 500m from base stations.  So these studies also 
identified 500m as break point for exposure risks.  This implies that current 
guidelines/standards are inadequate in protecting people.  

The BioInitiative Report which is annually updated looks at data using the second 
approach.  It represents a complete compilation of scientific findings relating to radiation 
exposure.  The figures they reference are founded on peer-reviewed science.  It reports 
that biological effects begin from 0.03 to 0.5mW/m².  It sets 0.5mW/m² as the threshold.  
This may not protect absolutely everyone, but it will protect most whilst providing 
wireless services for those that want it.  To put this is perspective 0.03mW/m² is 5000 
times the signal level required for a good 3-4 bar level of phone conversation.   The 
power level of 0.5mW/m² is reached at about 500m.   

So what does this mean?
• Significant biological effects do not appear to occur at distances greater than 500 

meters from a typical cell tower.
• The power density at 500 meters from a typical cell tower is near the power density

considered not to cause biological effects in the laboratory
• The telecom industry will claim that no setback is necessary because they do not 

recognize the danger of wireless radiation
• Implementing setbacks will not inhibit robust cellphone coverage, although it may 

make cell tower siting more expensive
• The setback will require the use of taller towers which will provide more uniform 

coverage without exposing people to harmful radiation

Attempts at discrediting the fndings above: 
Dr Kent Chamberlin presented the findings of the NH Commission to a town that was 
considering adding cell antennas to a water tower. The Brazil study was used to show the 
dangers of living near such antennas.  In the town’s next meeting, they brought in a 
company to evaluate the proposed installation: 

• As seen in a recording of their presentation, the presenters claimed to be impartial
• The industry has paid consultants to discredit studies such as the New Hampshire 

Commission Report.
• The second presenter omits that he is being paid by the telecommunications 

industry, although his work for them is documented here
• The second presenter stated that “I’m not presenting my views about this”, not 

mentioning that he submitted a paper challenging the findings of the Brazil report
• The presenter did not mention that the authors of the Brazil study published a 

response to his criticisms
• The presenter referenced government agency reports to discredit the paper. This 

https://www.emf-portal.org/en/article/23457
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22784421/
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1IDd3cgNPprOyx_2ZpW5YGGH2Tokzm22GKfN_KkhDlQI/edit#slide=id.g5af8c9092e_0_5
https://www.yorkwaterdistrict.org/yht
https://bioinitiative.org/
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is significant because the Commission found that many of the agencies involved in 
regulating radiation levels are   captured  .

4. Mendip Council – health impact based mast refusal – a discussion.

Karen Churchill of Action Against 5G which is challenging the UK Government over its 
failure to take notice of the health risks and public concern related to 5G, provided local 
reps evidence and personally briefed them in meetings such that a mast that was refused 
by vote on health grounds.  This despite much of the provided evidence not being put in
the meeting. This victory is significant because planners and councils are guided by 
government to ignore health as a cause for refusing masts as they are told that if they 
conform to ICNIRP guidelines they are safe and the story should end there.

You can view video of  the proceedings here.  

Exploring the main opposition to the vote

At 1 hour and 8 minutes Cllr Francis Hayden, a physics teacher expressed his scepticism 
that non-ionising radiation causes harm.  He concisely expresses all the talking points of 
those who disagree with our position.  So they are worth noting. They are:

• Non-ionising radiation by definition does not possess sufficient energy to ionise 
cells and cause oxidative stress and therefore harm.

• Only ionising radiation has enough energy to do this damage to molecules, this 
includes the top end of the ultraviolet into the x-rays and into the cosmic radiation

• Radio frequency radiation (RFR) only has a millionth of the required energy to 
cause ionisation

• RFR can heat things up by moving molecules faster, but that's all.
• There is no suggested mechanism suggested by which harm is caused.
• A single particle has to cause harm, they can't join forces that's not possible in 

quantum mechanics
• If studies show harm it is weak

The response by Dr Erica Mallery-Blythe to the above
Dr Erica Mallery-Blythe of  https://phiremedical.org/ addressed the points by saying that 
despite RFR radiation being labeled “non-ionising” the evidence shows oxidation occurs 
nonetheless:

• Smoking and asbestos are classified as Group 1 Known Human Carcinogens but 
are not ionising radiation.

• We are encouraged (by the NHS for example), to ensure a diet rich in 
‘antioxidants’, it is not because they are expecting you to be receiving a large dose
of X-rays on a regular basis, it is because many different environmental and 
ingested exposures can increase levels of oxidative stress. Increasing levels of free 
radicals (oxidative stress) in biological tissues is associated with accelerated ageing,

https://phiremedical.org/
https://teams.microsoft.com/_#/broadcastPlaybackScreenhttps://www.mendip.gov.uk/article/9893/Planning-Board-Wednesday-16-March-202
https://actionagainst5g.org/
https://ethics.harvard.edu/files/center-for-ethics/files/capturedagency_alster.pdf
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cellular degeneration, cancer and multiple diverse disease processes. 
• In 2011, the World Health Organisation (WHO) via the International Agency for 

Research on Cancer (IARC) classified RFR as Group 2B ‘Possibly carcinogenic to 
humans’. This tells us there is a mechanism of harm from non-ionising radiation. 
cancer and acoustic neuroma.

It has been shown overwhelmingly in study after study (literally thousands Dr Mallery-
Blythe says) that non-ionising radiation does cause oxidative stress and therefore harm 
after cumulative exposure.  

For example, ORSAA, an independent organisation not linked to government or industry 
have the world's largest categorised online database of peer-reviewed studies on 
anthropogenic EMR.  After evaluating these studies looking at oxidative stress they found 
that 89% of experimental studies looking at oxidative stress (making cells more
susceptible to DNA Damage) showed significant effects (216 of 242).  This finding is 
mirrored by others as shown on the next page:
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The other points I would add:

1. These studies have been have been analysed and weighted on the basis on their 
quality of methodology, interpretation of results and of peer review.  The studies finded 
by vested interests were excluded.  So quality studies show harm.  

The NTP and Ramazzini studies are probably the two most authoritative studies on RFR 
there have ever been and both showed indisputable evidence of carcinogenicity.  They 
were conducted independently of one another and their results matched.

2. People are not betting their own money that it is safe.  Why?

As of 9/9/22 424 scientists have signed the 5G Appeal to the EU calling for a moratorium 

http://www.5gappeal.eu/
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on 5G roll out and no one will insure 5G against harms to health.  The risk is that it 
could be belatedly recognised as a danger to health like asbestos is simply too high.  
Lloyds of London explicitly compare the wireless risk to asbestos, in that the early 
research on asbestos was “inconclusive” and only later did it become obvious to anyone 
paying attention that asbestos causes cancer.  

3. For the sake of completeness, I'd like to address the main physics based-points 
Councillor Hayden made:

• Non-ionising radiation by definition does not possess sufficient energy to ionise 
cells and cause oxidative stress and therefore harm.  

• Radio frequency radiation (RFR) only has a millionth of the required energy to 
cause ionisation

• There is no suggested mechanism suggested by which harm is caused.
• A single particle has to cause harm, they can't join forces that's not possible in 

quantum mechanics

The mechanisms of harm of “non-ionising” radiation:

Mechanism 1: Energy of a massive number of photons 
 X-rays or gamma-rays  tend in practice to be well spaced out so that their ionising action 
is that of a single photon. 

In complete contrast, a magnetic field associated with for example a typical cell phone 
consists of a rather massive number of photons (in technical terminology around 1e+20 
of them per cubic wavelength). As such, we are not concerned with the energy of 
individual photons, rather the coherent energy of the whole group (waves). Such energy 
far exceeds the individual “quantum” energy.  

Cllr Hayden would probably respond with his point “A single particle has to cause harm, 
they can't join forces that's not possible in quantum mechanics.”

However that is to exclude quantum mechanics has wave particle duality as a core idea. 
His thinking relies purely on the particle side of things. 

One standard interaction between RFR waves and matter is what is observed in antennae.
We know that cell chemistry depends on a potential difference being maintained across 
it, so a strong signal being picked up by cells may well influence that chemistry and so 
affect the cell.

Mechanism 2: The Radical Pair Mechanism of magnetic feld interaction with 
biological systems. 
The Radical Pair Mechanism or RPM is deeply rooted in basic physics and chemistry. Its 
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home is in so-called spin chemistry, originating in the 1960s. However, the concepts 
involved date from the late 19th Century and the discovery of the Zeeman Effect in 1896 
for which Pieter Zeeman was awarded the Nobel Prize in 1902.

The RPM is the process by which low intensity magnetic felds can alter the spin state of 
pairs of free radicals from the so-called short-lived singlet state (nano-second lifetime) to 
the so-called longer-lived (micro-second lifetime) triplet state making them more 
available to cause biological damage. The process operates at energy levels some 
ten million times lower than thermal energies. It has been widely discussed in chemical 
and biological systems and in the context of human health.

The RPM has been particularly successful in offering a mechanism to explain the action of 
the magnetic compass in animals, for example the ability of birds, other species including 
potentially humans, to detect tiny changes in the Earth’s magnetic field for navigation and
migration. The process is believed to act via cryptochrome protein molecules in the eye. 
Such molecules including those in humans have been shown to be magneto-sensitive. 
The experimental evidence supporting the role of the RPM in magneto-reception lies in 
the ability of magnetic fields in the radio wave band to disrupt animal compass 
orientation. Of particular interest here are the observations by scientists at the University 
of Oldenburg, Germany that ambient electromagnetic radiation from nearby radio 
transmitters disrupts the orientation of migratory birds in captivity.

Experimental evidence that RFR has enough photon energy to cause DNA damage
The claim that radiofrequency electromagnetic radiation, being non-ionising radiation, 
does not possess enough photon energy to cause DNA damage has been proven wrong 
experimentally repeatedly, here are two examples:

Smith-Roe SL, Wyde ME, Stout MD, et al. Evaluation of the genotoxicity of cell phone 
radiofrequency radiation in male and female rats and mice following subchronic exposure.
Environmental Mutagenesis and Genomics Society Annual Conference; Raleigh, NC, USA;
Sept 9–13, 2017.

Ruediger HW
Genotoxic effects of radiofrequency electromagnetic fields
Pathophysiology. 2009; 16: 89-102

In Summary/8 Takeaway Points:
1. Evidence of biological harm has been found overwhelmingly and repeatedly.  
2. So much so that those with money in the game would not deem it safe to insure.
3. It's just some prominent models in physics cannot see it, so for many physicists it 

simply does not exist.  

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19285841/
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/em.22343
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/em.22343
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/em.22343
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4. Meanwhile In the real world communities are feeling the ill-effects of RFR. See 
“Cease and desist: Pittsfield Board of Health gives Verizon ultimatum over cell 
tower”

5. This is why safety limits should be based on the biological effects of EMF 
radiation, rather than on the energy-based specific absorption rate as is currently 
the case.

6. 5G increases the danger hugely because of the dense network of antennas and the
estimated billions of simultaneous connections.  5G employs a very high level of 
pulsations and uses higher frequencies.  Studies show that pulsed EMF are in most 
cases more biologically active and therefore more dangerous than non-pulsed 
EMF. Every single wireless communication device communicates at least partially 
via pulsations, and the smarter the device, the greater the pulsations.

7. Studies time and again show 5G would affect the health of humans, plants, 
animals, insects, and microbes – and as 5G is an untested technology, a cautious 
approach would be prudent. The UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the 
Helsinki Accords and other international treaties recognise that informed consent 
prior to interventions that might affect human health is an essential, fundamental 
human right, which becomes even more controversial when considering children's 
and young people's exposure.

8. The majority of the case studies in Late lessons from early warnings Volumes 1 and 
2 illustrate that if the precautionary principle had been applied on the basis of early
warnings, justified by 'reasonable grounds for concern' many lives would have 
been saved and much damage to ecosystems avoided.  In its conclusion it contains
the following “there is growing evidence that precautionary measures do not stifle 
innovation, but instead can encourage it”

A physics teacher I discussed this with put it best:

“What seems silly to me is that if research indicates harm, then no matter how much 
we love our models and theories, this is the kind of empirical evidence which moves 
science forwards, because it forces us (or ought to) to look more closely, so that we 
can understand our world even better. 

Saying that something can't be true because it doesn't fit our current model is simply
refusing to leave Plato's cave. It's not science if you can't challenge it with new 
data.”

Does the information above mean.....
that the way the way terms ionising and non-ionising radiation are currently used in 
relation to biological effects are mis-leading?  When discussing the above with 
biophysicist Simone Plaut, she said the mechanisms of harm are different.  One could say 
the oxidative stress/DNA damage occurs indirectly with non-ionising radiation but it 
occurs nonetheless.

https://aibolita.com/cancer/49126-direct-and-indirect-ionizing-radiation.html
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/late-lessons-2
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/late-lessons-2
https://www.osce.org/helsinki-final-act
https://www.osce.org/helsinki-final-act
https://www.un.org/en/about-us/universal-declaration-of-human-rights
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22676645/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22676645/
https://www.berkshireeagle.com/news/central_berkshires/cease-and-desist-pittsfield-board-of-health-gives-verizon-ultimatum-over-cell-tower/article_ae03b92c-845f-11ec-87d2-cb79809c6f43.html
https://www.berkshireeagle.com/news/central_berkshires/cease-and-desist-pittsfield-board-of-health-gives-verizon-ultimatum-over-cell-tower/article_ae03b92c-845f-11ec-87d2-cb79809c6f43.html
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5. Local Authorities double standards on carbon emissions

5G in Merton along with others have been very clear that 5G is a massive consumer of 
energy, very wasteful and leads to environmental great degradation.  Not in a minor way 
but massively.  This is not in dispute, it cannot be because it is easily measurable.

• https://envirotecmagazine.com/2021/11/08/how-green-is-5g/
• leaflet on the topic
• Video: Ecological Threats of the Connected World and 5G (in 3 parts, 15-20 mins 

each)
• https://rfinfo.co.uk/environmental-footprint-of-rfr/
• https://theecologist.org/2020/apr/30/smart-techs-carbon-footprint

The article in the Ecologist contains the following

(My thanks to Sally, Philippa and Oliver for their fantastic work.)

Now academics and professionals around the world echoing this reality: 

• Legal firm Client Earth and telecoms consultants Strand Consult have expressed 
concerns about greenwashing by providers

• https://www.connexionfrance.com/article/French-news/French-study-finds-5G-
increases-risk-to-climate.  Here's a video report.  More detailed videos  here for the
French speakers amongst us.

• Green 5G or Red Alert?
• 5G: a genie at our fingertips?
• How deep is 5G fake news?
• How realistic are claims about the benefits of using digital technologies for GHG 

emissions mitigation?

This article reports on the research the University of Sussex Business School, it begins:
”Widespread expectations that 5G will be a green technology are not currently 
backed up by a strong, publicly available, fully transparent evidence base, warns a 
review of the evidence on 5G energy use impacts by academics at the University of 
Sussex Business School”

Yet, Government, local authorities, parties of all colours, including green and sadly many 
environmental activists refuse to acknowledge the situation or even engage.  The 
honourable exceptions are the Green Party of California (who I have been trying to 
connect with the national and my local Green Party in the UK to no avail) and Greenpeace
in China

https://www.greenpeace.org/static/planet4-eastasia-stateless/2021/05/a5886d59-china-5g-and-data-center-carbon-emissions-outlook-2035-english.pdf
https://www.greenpeace.org/static/planet4-eastasia-stateless/2021/05/a5886d59-china-5g-and-data-center-carbon-emissions-outlook-2035-english.pdf
https://envirotecmagazine.com/2022/01/24/more-evidence-needed-to-establish-5gs-green-credentials/
https://computingwithinlimits.org/2022/papers/limits22-final-Rasoldier.pdf
https://computingwithinlimits.org/2022/papers/limits22-final-Rasoldier.pdf
https://www.meer.com/en/64670-how-deep-is-5g-fake-news
https://www.meer.com/en/64418-5g-a-genie-at-our-fingertips
https://www.meer.com/en/64080-green-5g-or-red-alert
https://www.hautconseilclimat.fr/en/webinaires/maitriser-limpact-carbone-de-la-5g/
https://www.france24.com/en/europe/20201220-deploying-5g-will-lead-to-spike-in-co2-emissions-french-climate-council-warns
https://www.connexionfrance.com/article/French-news/French-study-finds-5G-increases-risk-to-climate
https://www.connexionfrance.com/article/French-news/French-study-finds-5G-increases-risk-to-climate
file:///Users/Sif/Documents/Documents/Life/What's%20going%20on%3F/5G/Resources%20to%20Hand%20out/5GinMerton%20Bulletin/005/%20https://www.clientearth.org/media/wbglw3r3/clientearth-accountability-emergency.pdf
https://theecologist.org/2020/apr/30/smart-techs-carbon-footprint
https://rfinfo.co.uk/environmental-footprint-of-rfr/
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL5_r01ltkqRWDg28tgNrT48oVBVJR2yxb
https://www.5ginmerton.com/_files/ugd/c1889a_64e145f39382415fbbe1bc28aecd84a8.pdf
https://envirotecmagazine.com/2021/11/08/how-green-is-5g/
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There is an obvious contradiction in their priority towards environment sustainability and 
their support for 5G.

They would claim, despite the evidence to the contrary, that smart technology has been 
promoted as 'green' because it can help monitor and reduce carbon emissions and 
achieve energy efficiencies.  The irony is these very tools, 5G and smart tech, to monitor 
energy efficiency are hugely energy inefficient and damaging in themselves.  It is hard to 
see this as anything other than surveillance capitalism dressed up as progress and “green”.

The telco industry with money in the game need to cut through the marketing and exist in
reality to survive, just as the insurance companies mentioned previously.  They are the 
ones who incur energy costs or claims for damage to health.  Industry is under no illusion 
that this tech is sustainable or energy efficient.   These worries are often repeated in 
industry journals.  UK5G which is a government body which promotes 5G and funds the 
industry. An article in its journal Innovations Briefing (No.7) reveals the following:

1. “In the case of well-run offsetting schemes, an over-reliance on offsetting to reach net zero is 
a cop-out, and will swiftly be recognised and condemned as such by green campaigners. We 
cannot offset our way to net zero – there isn’t room for all the trees that would be needed, 
and as trees take decades to absorb carbon they cannot be an excuse for emitting tonnes of 
the gas today.” 

2. “UK5G has set up a ‘Climate and Environmental Working Group because:
1. “there is more out there to support the negative impacts than there is to support the 

positive ones.”,
2. “the group wants to understand direct and indirect life-cycle impacts of implementing 5G 

in the UK5G community”,
3. …and “wants to identify unintentional environmental consequences and real world 

consequences” (implying the industry and govt’ have not…an interesting admission)
3. The Eden Project (The Eden Project is ‘an educational charity and social enterprise' receiving 

signifcant funding received from govt) is initiating a life cycle analysis of 5G at the behest of 
UK5G 

4. It does not bode well for impartiality.  Sara Peake of the The Eden project who will be working
on the analysis said sees the “environmental benefits as a foil to the concerns over 5G and 
health that will act as ‘a foil to the concerns over 5G and health”.  It seems she already has an 
outcome in mind from the analysis.

5. The counter argument from industry to the public has been there is tech that is being 
developed to make the network effcient by utilising intelligent sleep mode.  However the 
journal shows the real situation “There is no underpinning theory of how to design energy 
efficiency networks with lower energy consumption. The more bandwidth and higher 
frequencies [of 5G] entail a higher density of network infrastructure. This increases energy 
usage significantly….For wireless technology, turning infrastructure on and off [to save 
energy] is very difficult.” Professor O’Farrell.  To me he is saying that there is simply no way 
round the rebound effect/Jevon's Paradox.

6. About Professor Timothy O’Farrell's credentials: “Chair in Wireless Communication of the 
Department of Electronic & Electrical Engineering at The University of Sheffield, has been 
researching energy efficiency in wireless networks since 2009, and was the Academic 
Coordinator of the first large scale international research programme to address energy 
efficiency in cellular mobile networks, the mVCE Core 5 Research Programme: Green Radio.“  

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/On-the-evidence-of-rebound-effects-in-the-lighting-Blum-H%C3%BCbner/7314dd5bd33431a488313b246fe5f087a03a397d
file:///Users/Sif/Documents/Documents/Life/What's%20going%20on%3F/5G/Resources%20to%20Hand%20out/5GinMerton%20Bulletin/005/have%20not%20lead%20to%20anticipated%20energy%20savings%20due%20to%20greater%20use
https://flickread.com/edition/html/616f322b528b8#12
https://www.telecomtv.com/content/5g/5g-is-poised-to-pump-3-to-7-billion-tonnes-of-co2-into-the-atmosphere-it-s-claimed-40508/
https://www.gsma.com/futurenetworks/wiki/5g-era-mobile-network-cost-evolution/
https://www.lightreading.com/asia-pacific/operators-starting-to-face-up-to-5g-power-cost-/d/d-id/755255
https://www.lightreading.com/asia-pacific/operators-starting-to-face-up-to-5g-power-cost-/d/d-id/755255
https://www.theguardian.com/books/2019/oct/04/shoshana-zuboff-surveillance-capitalism-assault-human-automomy-digital-privacy
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Despite knowing all the above, when it comes to applying for the deployment of a mast, 
industry sends marketing blurb that misleads.  It is very blatant.  One was entitled “5G 
Helping to tackle Climate Change” I have highlighted areas where I spotted issues but 
my notes do not appear on this uploaded version.  That such a lot of effort is needed to 
convince our councils that 5G is safe and green to support their application is telling.  We 
provide the council a refutation of these claims with citations.  

This situation is described well in The Ecologist Magazine (linked to earlier in the article):

 “Financial considerations are central to the current 5G rollout, and these motives all too 
easily override ecological concerns.

...Ofcom has recently made around £1.4 billion from auctioning off only the 2.4 and 3.4 
GHz spectrum range to telecoms companies, with much more still to be made from 
further auctions. 

….Tech companies are doing all they can to develop products that condition our 
behaviour in ways that make us more profitable for them, as Shoshana Zuboff  illustrates 
vividly in The Age of Surveillance Capitalism.

...In this profit-driven sector it will always make sense to stress all imaginable and 
sometimes imaginary benefits. The critical question is whether claims of smart-facilitated 
carbon reduction really stack up.”

In the Mendip Council meeting discussed in the previous section a councillor was in 
favour of the 5G mast because it would benefit local businesses close to it and that this 
has to be considered.  Should business and investment come at the cost of the 
intertwined areas of health and the environment?  When it comes to 5G, the actions of 
our public bodies emphatically say yes!

The UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Helsinki Accords and other 
international treaties recognise that informed consent prior to interventions that might 
affect human health is an essential, fundamental human right, which becomes even more 
controversial when considering children's and young people's exposure.  We are not at a 
stage unfortunately where this is factored in.

Finally, another area 5G is being sold is supporting is virtual and augmented reality. 
Private Eye from 12/11/21 noted the following:

https://www.theguardian.com/books/2019/oct/04/shoshana-zuboff-surveillance-capitalism-assault-human-automomy-digital-privacy
https://384ad423-7b2c-4af8-bf67-ac6163f6e17b.filesusr.com/ugd/c1889a_011679c9198e412f99008376caa841dc.pdf
https://384ad423-7b2c-4af8-bf67-ac6163f6e17b.filesusr.com/ugd/c1889a_011679c9198e412f99008376caa841dc.pdf
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6. Facial recognition rollout – by stealth

Private concerns like the Co-op as well as public servants like the police are using facial 
recognition tech.  With local authorities allowing the leasing of street furniture such as 
lamp posts, for all kinds of technology there is a real danger of individuals being tracked 
and identified as they go about their lawful business. It is another short hop for individuals
to be analysed and modelled using AI.  It would have the capacity to be predictive of 
behaviours and therefore lead to control.  Two of such cameras are on one street in 
Wandsworth.  These are “just two of millions which have quietly been installed 
throughout Britain in recent months”.  Wandsworth and Richmond councils claimed 
earlier this year that the facial recognition functionality has not been enabled and would 
not be used “at this point”.  Not exactly comforting, the option ought not to be available
as a basic safeguard.  These cameras have been banned in the U.S.

https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/fr/facial-recognition
https://bigbrotherwatch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Stop-Coop-Spying-Leaflet.pdf

There has been little effective scrutiny of this and it being quietly trialled around the 
country.  There is little knowledge in our councils who are engaging in public private 
partnerships with organisations like https://www.innovateproject.org/ with no his is 
theunderstanding or thought about acceptable use of sensors.  Such tech is notoriously 
insecure and can easily be hacked.  This is a known issue for may years and a key reason 
why Swiss RE, the insurers for insurers will not insure 5G.  We are talking about the 
internet of things here, which as they grow in number will lead to the emergence of the 
smart city.  T explicitly stated vision of the government in its policy paper and is being 
pushed through having been designated a key plank of UK's industrial strategy.  Worth 
noting is that this policy is shared almost exactly many countries around the world.  The 
diagram overleaf is from the UK policy paper but is also found in policy documents of 
other nations as well as in industry briefing materials.

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/next-generation-mobile-technologies-an-update-to-the-5g-strategy-for-the-uk
https://www.swissre.com/institute/research/sonar/sonar2019/SONAR2019-off-the-leash.html
https://www.innovateproject.org/
https://bigbrotherwatch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Stop-Coop-Spying-Leaflet.pdf
https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/fr/facial-recognition
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-11179641/Is-Big-Brother-Britain-worlds-ultimate-surveillance-state.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-11179641/Is-Big-Brother-Britain-worlds-ultimate-surveillance-state.html
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So my council have not confirmed whether a risk-assessment has been done on the 
potential negative impacts on community cohesion, individual freedom, social needs, 
mental and physical health of people in the borough resulting from the installation of 
sensors.

These worries were strongly expressed  by Boris Johnson on 25th September 2019 when 
addressing the UN general assembly.  All the while his government was implementing the
world he was warning of.  Who exactly is in charge?

7. You can do a Wireless Risk Assessment for schools

• https://www.wirelessriskassessment.org/  provides clear information on how to 
conduct a risk assessment in you child's school and your workplace.

• It is worth clicking on “Risk Assessment” menu item on the left to read the 
Introduction for Example Risk Assessment (it's not long)

• Then looking at an example assessment

• It is in the standard school risk assessment format. DFE “It is for individual schools 
to decide whether or not to implement WiFi technology in order to meet their 
needs.  Schools must take reasonable steps to ensure that staff and pupils are not 
exposed to risks to their health and safety by conducting a risk assessment and, if 
necessary, putting measures in place to minimise any known risk.”

• Schools have a responsibility to safeguard children not to protect inaccurate govt 
reports or the telecoms industry.  Cece Doucette is very clear on wireless in schools
her videos can be shared with parents, governers and teachers.  She is well-
informed, clear and does not browbeat. 
https://youtu.be/fxvkX4OeBpk & https://youtu.be/IoFI_8-Yt0g

• For any queries, you can email: contact@wirelessriskassessment.org

https://youtu.be/IoFI_8-Yt0g
https://youtu.be/fxvkX4OeBp
https://cdn.website-editor.net/2479f24c54de4c7598d60987e3d81157/files/uploaded/RF_Risk_Assessment_June_2018b.pdf
https://cdn.website-editor.net/2479f24c54de4c7598d60987e3d81157/files/uploaded/Introduction_for_RF_Risk_Assessment_June_2018.pdf
https://www.wirelessriskassessment.org/
https://youtu.be/OSp85oS11Z4
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8. Government removing some 5G deployments from local scrutiny

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-laws-to-end-mobile-coverage-no-bar-blues

Permitted development rights allow developments to go ahead without any scrutiny by 
local planning departments. They derive from a general planning permission granted not 
by the local authority but by Government.  So by-passes local involvement in plans.

The government has decided to give permitted development rights for the following:
1. Bigger masts

1. Existing mobile masts to be strengthened without prior approval, so they can 
be upgraded for 5G and shared between mobile operators. This would allow 
increases to the width of existing masts by up to either 50 per cent or two 
metres (whichever is greatest) and, in unprotected areas, allow increases in 
height up to a maximum of 25 metres (previously 20 metres). Greater increases 
will also be permitted subject to approval by the local authority;

2. New masts to be built up to five metres higher - meaning a maximum of 30 
metres in unprotected areas and 25 metres in protected areas, subject to 
approval by the planning authority;

2. More Cabinets
1. Cabinets containing radio equipment to be deployed alongside masts without 

prior approval and to allow greater flexibility for installing cabinets in existing 
compounds (fenced-off sites containing masts and other communications 
equipment) to support new 5G networks;

2. But they can't block pavements/access to properties
3. More Masts on Buildings

1. Buildings to host smaller masts (up to six metres in height above building) in 
unprotected areas without prior approval to accelerate network upgrades and 
reduce need to build new masts;

2. Building-based masts to be set up nearer to public roads subject to prior 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-laws-to-end-mobile-coverage-no-bar-blues


20

approval to improve mobile coverage for road users; (I would read this as for 
automated cars rather than road users)

The Government intends to bring the above in through secondary legislation, scrutiny will
be limited if it exists at all.  Please note new masts will still require prior approval and so 
will go through the local planning process.

The sales pitch:
• “levelling up” from 4 to 5G
• new “game changing” technologies such as virtual and augmented reality services 

and autonomous cars. enabled
• “Mobile network operators will get more freedom to make new and existing phone

masts up to five metres taller and two metres wider than current rules permit. This 
will boost the range of masts, create room for the extra equipment needed for 
faster networks and make it easier for operators to share infrastructure.”

• This is a strange one: Families and businesses will also benefit from faster 5G roll 
out by making it easier for operators to use buildings to host their kit.

• More camouflage for masts: “The government will put tough new legal duties on 
operators to minimise the visual impact of network equipment, particularly in 
protected areas such as national parks, conservation areas, world heritage sites and
areas of outstanding natural beauty.”  Here's a video showing the type of thing in 
store.  Does this mean visual intrusion and it not being in keeping with the 
neighbourhood masts will no longer be a basis for mast refusal?

One thing to note is that “Mobile operators will still need to obtain agreement from the 
landowner before building any new infrastructure. All new ground-based masts will also 
need to be approved by local authorities which will continue to have a say on where they 
are placed and their appearance.”

5G is not about game-changing apps.  The examples of apps that sell 5G to the public, 
in this case virtual and augmented reality (VR and AR) can actually be delivered by 4G.  
Incidentally VR  requires 11 times more energy than streaming movies which is currently 
the favoured example to illustrate the source of the high ICT energy footprint.  See what 
4G can already deliver https://www.meer.com/en/64670-how-deep-is-5g-fake-news.   
What is the push for 5G is about?   

Please read this excellent open letter by Sean Carney to parliament asking for a 
moratorium rather than expansion/imposition of 5G when the evidence of harm keeps 
mounting.  (UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Helsinki Accords anyone?)

https://principia-scientific.com/open-letter-to-uk-parliament-on-the-insane-law-changes-for-5g-rollout/
https://www.meer.com/en/64670-how-deep-is-5g-fake-news
https://t.me/Hidden_Truth_Q/248
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9. Planning Aid England – getting answers to planning queries

If you have any questions about planning matters regarding masts or anything else.  You 
can put them to https://www.rtpi.org.uk/planning-advice there's also 
https://planningaidforlondon.org.uk/.  I have used Planning Aid England and found them 
to be helpful and quick to respond.

I wonder what they would say about the scattering of the internet of underwater things 
(IoUT) ?  Yep, seriously.

10. Smart motorways, no hard shoulder to cry on

Another excellent, well-researched piece by Sean Carney:
 https://principia-scientific.com/englands-smart-motorways-safety-left-behind/#comments

Some excerpts from the piece I would like to share with you:

“Legal action and accusations of Corporate Manslaughter against National Highways 
have also been widely publicised.

It was revealed by the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) that “in legal terms, the 
organisation (Highways England [now known as National Highways]) did not owe 
road users a ‘relevant duty of care’ under the terms set out in the Corporate 
Manslaughter and Corporate Homicide Act 2007.”

National Highways are “the licence holder and owner of the land for the strategic road 

https://principia-scientific.com/englands-smart-motorways-safety-left-behind/#comments
https://www.prescouter.com/2017/06/internet-of-underwater-things/
https://planningaidforlondon.org.uk/
https://www.rtpi.org.uk/planning-advice
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network [SRN]… including but not limited to the verges, central reservation, on- and off-
slip roads, overbridges and underbridges including and any apparatus related to that 
motorway.”

Yet the agency is deemed immune from liability.

National Highways doesn’t appear accountable for our safety, while Lloyds of 
London anticipate a future health crisis.

The issues of our safety and health have converged on Smart Motorways. In England the 
smart future accelerates towards automation and intelligent technologies heralding 
Digital Roads and Digital ID.

Our data is being used without adequate accountability, balance, or transparency.

Ethical values are sorely missing from this aspect of our human progress and suppressing
human error through technological interventions could just as easily limit freedom 
movement and freedom of choice.

Over and above sustainability goals, transparency and ethical urgency need to be 
reinstated otherwise the issue of our safety, and the inherent risks and shortcomings of 
smart technologies, may never be sufficiently addressed.”
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11. Directed-Energy Weapons and 5G  .

Unfortunately this is not a figment of the imagination and has been going on for many 
years.  5G, unlike previous generations allows for directed focussed beam radiation.  The 
sort of thing used in directed-energy attacks.  Whilst often not discussed in polite 
company, luckily for me I don't get invited in those circles, it cannot be denied and is part
of the conversation of 5G and RFR pollution.  It was used in Iraq to disperse crowds and 
its effect is to produce a sensation akin to one's skin being on fire.

This video by Politico https://www.youtube.com/watch?app=desktop&v=uSkY2Ue3w88, a
mainstream outlet, (come back polite company!), has a video report about the topic.  So 
may be start talking about light sabres in Star Wars and edge your way in.  Godspeed!  If 
you don't think the world is crazy then it's probably you.  You may want to refer to the 
piece in the previous bulletin “Turning a deaf ear into a listening one.” or go to 
https://reachingpeople.net

https://reachingpeople.net/
https://www.5ginmerton.com/_files/ugd/c1889a_b3afa46f0bb249d69701db32545ade3a.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?app=desktop&v=uSkY2Ue3w88
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12. What to make of copper phone lines being replaced by optical fbre?

This is something I am being asked a lot about lately as BT has announced that by 2026 it
aims to remove all copper landlines and replace it with optical fibre linked to a hub that 
would emit wireless.

First, fibre does not mean wireless.  We like fibre as it makes you regular (sorry) and 
because it's 

• More private
• More secure
• Faster performing
• Has more capacity
• More reliable
• More efficient, less energy consuming
• Far safer
• Durable it lasts and does not need much maintenance
• More future-proof (different encoding and transmission techniques through cable 

produces remarkable results in terms of speed and capacity, what was considered 
unfeasible has become feasible simply through software rather than physical 
hardware upgrades, this is why copper lines are still very good at delivering 
broadband data way beyond what was initially expected)

 What is happening currently is a kind of insanity.  Telcos are using fibre all the way to the 
mast because of the reasons above.  Then from the mast they provide an inferior, more 
expensive, inefficient, hazardous and unreliable, insecure means to deliver a network to 
the public.

So it is not fibre that is bad but the way it is being deployed because they insist on linking
it to wireless.  It's like travelling in a nice Jaguar on a motorway and then having to hop 
off into a Robin Reliant to go down a clogged high street.  For instance Talk Talk is 
providing optical fibre to homes and this is getting people concerned as it would mean 
the end of copper line phone lines.  (BT say they want to move away from copper 
landlines by 2026).  People needn't be unduly concerned because you can use your 
fibre linked hub should contain ethernet ports (accept nothing less from your telco).  They
will allow you to connect your ethernet cables to your devices including voice over 
internet protocol (VoIP) phones.  The hub will have an option to switch the wireless signal 
off, make sure they provide you with instructions if you are not tech-savvy.  Now you're 
good to go.

Unfortunately, Talk Talk and probably others insist on connecting the fibre to a wireless 
hub/router in customers' homes and providing a wireless surveilling Alexa type device 
alongside it.  This has muddied the waters so people often lump in fibre as a problem.  It 
isn't actually its just the way companies are adding kit to the fibre for the end user that's 
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the issue.

What we need to do is ensure we have the choice to connect our devices using cables 
and not have wireless connections imposed by corporations or government.

The 3 steps are 
1. optical fibre linked hub with ethernet ports and 
2. the ability to switch off wireless  
3. you could now wire in your devices including your phone/s and enjoy superior 

performance and get more of the potential offered by fibre rather than 
downgrading it by going the wireless route.

This still leaves us with a problem, one that is threatening to become more common:  
What would happen in a power cut?  

In such a case, as things stand, the old landline the VoIP phones would not work because 
our internet router would not have power.  Telcos I assume would expect you to hop over
to a mobile network in such a case.  Hopefully the battery of your mobile has charge.  It is
easy to forsee this scenario being exploited to make the claim that 5G masts are crucial 
for making our cities, towns and villages (buzzword alert) resilient and us safe and secure.
It's the familiar pattern of contriving a problem, prompting a predictable herd response 
thereby enabling the delivery of an outcome desired by combined big government and 
corporate interest.

I am not convinced that the copper network is too old and expensive to repair which is 
the reason given for abandoning it.  As mentioned, it can carry an amazing amount of 
data at speed, ever-improving encoding methods keeps improving performance- and it 
works during a power cut.  To my mind we already have a cost efficient, low maintenance,
long-term durable solution, it is such a waste to throw it away.  

I hope people continue growing in their awareness and see through endlessly repeated 
buzz-words lacking context like “high-tech”,“smart”, “resilient”.  The aim is that enough 
people get smarter and upgraded naturally and at a quicker rate than the tech being 
imposed on them.


