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Summary:

To advise of a request, made in accordance with Rule 224 of Chapter 11 of the Council’s 
Constitution, that the Committee reviews the steps that the Council has taken in 
response to the petition considered at the Council meeting held on 20 January 2022 in 
relation to “Stop the 5G Rollout in Sefton”. 

Recommendation:

That the Committee determine whether the Council, at its meeting held on 20 January 
2022, took the appropriate steps in response to the petition with the terms “Stop the 5G 
Rollout in Sefton”.  

Reasons for the Recommendations:

To comply with a request of petitioners in accordance with Rule 224 of Chapter 11 of the 
Council’s Constitution.

Alternative Options Considered and Rejected: (including any Risk Implications)

None. The Committee must consider the request in accordance with Rule 224 of Chapter 
11 of the Council’s Constitution.

What will it cost and how will it be financed?

(A) Revenue Costs

There are no direct revenue costs associated with this report.

(B) Capital Costs

There are no direct capital costs associated with this report.



Implications of the Proposals:

The Implications of the Proposals are set out within the attached Cabinet Member report, 
as follows:

Resource Implications (Financial, IT, Staffing and Assets): 
There are no resource implications associated with this report.
Legal Implications: 
The Chief Legal and Democratic Officer has been consulted and any comments have 
been incorporated into the report
Equality Implications: There are no equality implications.
Climate Emergency Implications:
The recommendations within this report will:

Have a positive impact N
Have a neutral impact Y
Have a negative impact N
The Author has undertaken the Climate Emergency training for
report authors

Y

Contribution to the Council’s Core Purpose:

Protect the most vulnerable: None directly associated with this report
Facilitate confident and resilient communities: None directly associated with this 
report
Commission, broker and provide core services: None directly associated with this 
report
Place – leadership and influencer: None directly associated with this report
Drivers of change and reform: None directly associated with this report

Facilitate sustainable economic prosperity: None directly associated with this report
Greater income for social investment: None directly associated with this report
Cleaner Greener: None directly associated with this report 

What consultations have taken place on the proposals and when?

(A) Internal Consultations

The Executive Director of Corporate Resources and Customer Services has been 
consulted and has no comments on this report. (FD6731/22)

The Chief Legal and Democratic Officer is the author of this report. (LD4731/22)

(B) External Consultations 

Not applicable

Implementation Date for the Decision

Immediately following the meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee.



Contact Officer: Paul Fraser
Telephone Number: Tel: 0151 934 2068
Email Address: paul.fraser@sefton.gov.uk

Appendices:

None

Background Papers:

None

1. Introduction/Background

1.1  Petition – “Stop the 5G Rollout in Sefton”

1.2 The Council received a petition containing 752 signatures in relation to Stop the 
5G Rollout in Sefton. 

The terms of the petition indicated:

“We the undersigned petition the council to Protect people's health by 
halting the installation of 5G antennas throughout the borough of Sefton.

In a press release on 9 September 2021, the government announced that £4 
million of public funds will be used to help mobile phone companies work together 
with local councils to use “curbside infrastructure”, such as lampposts and bus 
shelters, for 5G network equipment.

If Sefton Council takes part in this project, there will soon be 5G wireless 
antennas on lampposts throughout Sefton, beaming unprecedented levels of 
hazardous electromagnetic radiation (EMR) into our homes, workplaces and 
schools.

Shockingly, the industry has not produced a single study to show that 5G 
technology is safe. No risk assessment has been carried out on its effects on 
humans, wildlife or the environment. On the other hand, evidence from thousands 
of peer-reviewed studies already points to possible harms from existing sources 
of radiation, such as WiFi, 3G and 4G. Experts warn that the addition of 5G to the 
mix could have very serious and damaging consequences for human health.

EMR was classified as a possible human carcinogen in 2011 by the World Health 
Organisation International Agency for Research on Cancer. Since then, evidence 
of increased cancer risks has been strengthened by further human and animal 
studies.

Cancer rates have skyrocketed in recent years. The vast majority of people in 
Sefton, and indeed across the UK, will have an affected family member or 
friend…or will be a cancer sufferer or survivor themselves. Who knows to what 
extent existing radiation is driving the increase? Who knows how many more 



people could develop cancer as a result of 5G?

Other proven effects of EMR include damage to the reproductive system, learning 
and memory deficits, and neurological disorders.

Children are at greater risk of harm from EMR, because their brain tissues are 
more absorbent, their skulls are thinner, and they are physically smaller. Why 
then are 5G masts being erected near schools across the UK, including Sefton?

The 5G rollout is being challenged on the grounds of safety by scientists and 
lawyers across the world, including a legal team headed by Michael Mansfield 
QC here in the UK. In August 2021 in the USA, Robert F. Kennedy Jnr’s 
Children’s Health Defense and the Environmental Health Trust successfully sued 
the Federal Communications Commission for failing to ensure that its guidelines 
adequately protect against harmful effects of exposure to EMR.

Is a faster internet connection worth the potential serious harm that 5G could 
cause to people’s health? Have any of us ever been asked whether we think the 
risks are worth taking?

As residents of Sefton, we demand an immediate halt to the 5G rollout across 
Sefton, to allow for thorough and comprehensive health and safety investigations 
and risk assessments to be carried out.

References:

Government press release (09/09/2021): ‘Street lamps and bus shelters to help 
boost 5G roll out in £4 million trial’
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/street-lamps-and-bus-shelters-to-help-
boost-5g-roll-out-in-4-million-trial

World Health Organisation International Agency for Research on Cancer (2011): 
‘IARC classifies radiofrequency electromagnetic fields as possibly carcinogenic to 
humans’, Press Release No 208
https://www.iarc.who.int/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/pr208_E.pdf

Lloyd Morgan, L et al (2014): ‘Why children absorb more microwave radiation 
than adults: The consequences’, Journal of Microscopy and Ultrastructure
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2213879X14000583

Legal case challenging the UK Government over its failure to take notice of the 
health risks and public concerns relating to 5G.
https://actionagainst5g.org/

Legal case against 5G in USA: Environmental Health Trust, et al, Petitioners, v 
Federal Communications Commission and United States of America, 
Respondents
https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/FB976465BF00F8BD852587
30004EFDF7/$file/20-1025-1910111.pdf.”

1.3 In accordance with Rule 220 of Chapter 11 of the Council’s Constitution the 
number of signatures contained in the petition triggered a debate by full Council. 
The petition was considered at the next available Council meeting held on 20 
January 2022.

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/street-lamps-and-bus-shelters-to-help-boost-5g-roll-out-in-4-million-trial
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/street-lamps-and-bus-shelters-to-help-boost-5g-roll-out-in-4-million-trial
https://www.iarc.who.int/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/pr208_E.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2213879X14000583
https://actionagainst5g.org/
https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/FB976465BF00F8BD85258730004EFDF7/$file/20-1025-1910111.pdf
https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/FB976465BF00F8BD85258730004EFDF7/$file/20-1025-1910111.pdf


2. Council Meeting – 20 January 2022

2.1 Rule 220 states that “The petition organiser will be given five minutes to present
the petition at the meeting and the petition will then be discussed by Councillors
for a maximum of 15 minutes”

2.2 In accordance with Rule 220 the lead petitioner addressed the Council for 5 
minutes. 
  

2.3 The Cabinet Member for Planning and Building Control, Councillor Veidman, 
responded to the petition and made the following points:

“Planning Services took the lead on telecoms proposals in terms of regulation, 
which was essentially making decisions on the acceptability of proposed 
schemes that required formal planning approval. However, most telecoms 
proposals either fell within the remit of “permitted development” and did not 
require planning approval, or presented very limited opportunity to prevent prior 
approval schemes, which must be assessed in very tight timescales. For this 
reason, they were delegated to the Chief Planning Officer. 

Regarding health concerns and the planning process health concerns with new 
electronic communication systems was not new, and whilst there was a view from 
some parts of the community that felt they presented a danger to health, the 
Government had maintained a consistent line on such matters, which was that 
the International Commission Guidelines on non-ionising radiation protection did 
not support the view that such equipment was a danger to health. 

In respect of Planning Policy, planning decisions must be based on planning 
policy, and the documents the Council used in this respect were the Local Plan 
(2017) and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The latter is most 
recent of the two, with the last update in 2021, and its content were a significant 
material consideration in the planning process. Telecom masts/equipment etc 
were addressed in Section 10 “Supporting High Quality Communication” in paras 
114 to 118. The key messages are:

 Councils should support next generation mobile technology (such as 5G) 
 Councils should not impose a ban on new electronic communication 

development 
 Councils must determine planning applications on planning grounds only; 

and 
 Councils should not seek to set health safeguards different from the 

International Commission Guidelines for public exposure”. 

Members then debated the petition in accordance with Rule 220.

2.4 Following the debate it was moved by Councillor Veidman, seconded by 
Councillor Ian Maher and 



RESOLVED: That:

(1) the Chief Planning Officer be requested to write to Government to 
request that they issue clearer guidance to telecoms operators and 
providers to ensure that they carry out adequate consultation with 
communities on proposals and seek to ensure that they share 
apparatus wherever possible, design schemes so as to make them 
less intrusive and avoid concentrations of equipment; 

(2) the Director of Public Health be requested to review the published 
information on the health effects of 5G technology and provide a 
report on the health risks associated with such technology; and

(3) Ms. Joanne Allman, the lead petitioner, be thanked for submitting 
and presenting the petition to the Council. 

3. Post-Council Meeting – Request for a Review

3.1 Following the Council meeting the lead petitioner contacted the Chief Legal and 
Democratic Officer requesting a review of the steps that the Council has taken in 
response to her petition. This request was made in accordance with Rule 224 of 
Chapter 11 of the Council’s Constitution. The full terms of Rule 224 are set out 
below.

“224. WHAT CAN I DO IF I FEEL MY PETITION HAS NOT BEEN DEALT WITH 
PROPERLY?

If you feel that we have not dealt with your petition properly, the petition organiser 
has the right to request that the appropriate council Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee reviews the steps that the council has taken in response to your 
petition. It is helpful to everyone and can improve the prospects for a review if the 
petition organiser gives a short explanation of the reasons why the council’s 
response is not considered to be adequate. The Committee will endeavour to 
consider your request at its next meeting, although on some occasions this may 
not be possible and consideration will take place at the following meeting. Should 
the committee determine we have not dealt with your petition adequately, it may 
use any of its powers to deal with the matter. If the appropriate overview and 
scrutiny committee have already dealt with the matter it will be referred to the 
Chief Executive and an appropriate course of action determined. Once the 
appeal has been considered the petition organiser will be informed of the results 
within 5 working days”.

4. Lead Petitioner’s Explanation for Seeking a Review

4.1 Rule 224 above states that “it is helpful to everyone and can improve the 
prospects for a review if the petition organiser gives a short explanation of the 
reasons why the council’s response is not considered to be adequate”. 
 

4.2 Accordingly, the lead petitioner has provided the following explanation:

1. We believe this request to be justified in the first instance by the very poor 



attendance at the Council meeting on 20 January. Only 25, or just over 
one third, of 66 councillors were present. We understand from the 
Mayor’s opening statement at the meeting, as well as the Draft Minutes, 
that most of the absentee councillors “had submitted their apologies for 
absence to reduce the number of Members at the Council meeting for 
safety reasons”.

However, the meeting was held at the Golden Miller Suite at Aintree 
Racecourse, at considerable expense, rather than at the regular meeting 
room at the Town Hall, because it was a “larger, easier to distance 
venue”. It was clear to see from the rows of empty seats that the full 
complement of 66 councillors could easily have been accommodated at 
two metre spacing. We fail to understand why the majority of councillors 
were excluded from the meeting, when the Council had gone to the 
expense of booking such a large venue.

The very low turnout had a direct and detrimental impact on the outcome 
of the petition. At the end of the debate, Councillor David Irving proposed 
an amendment to site 5G masts at a safe distance from schools, however 
it was not seconded, and the amendment failed. If a majority of 
councillors had attended, there is a strong chance that the amendment 
might have been seconded, and the subsequent debate may have led to 
it being adopted. This would have represented a much more favourable 
result for the 752 people who signed the petition.

We therefore contend that our petition was placed at a disadvantage 
due to the questionable decision to reduce the number of 
councillors attending the meeting, despite ample accommodation at 
the venue, resulting in the rejection of a proposal which would have 
been beneficial for schoolchildren in Sefton. 

2. We also take issue with Cabinet Member for Planning and Building 
Control, Councillor Veidman’s response to the petition, in particular, the 
following statement, as recorded in the Draft Minutes:

“In respect of Planning Policy, planning decisions must be based on 
planning policy, and the documents the Council used in this respect were 
the Local Plan (2017) and the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF). The latter is most recent of the two, with the last update in 2021, 
and its content were a significant material consideration in the planning 
process. Telecom masts/equipment etc were addressed in Section 10 
“Supporting High Quality Communication” in paras 114 to 118. The key 
messages are:

 Councils should support next generation mobile technology (such 
as 5G)

 Councils should not impose a ban on new electronic 
communication development

 Councils must determine planning applications on planning 
grounds only; and

 Councils should not seek to set health safeguards different from 
the International Commission Guidelines for public exposure.”



What Councillor Veidman omitted to point out was that the NPPF is 
only guidance, and is not legally binding, and this should have 
been made clear to the Council. It is our view that the main priority 
of local councils should be the best interests of residents, not 
simply to follow government guidance slavishly. With regard to 5G 
installations, it is the duty of the Council to take into consideration 
all evidence relating to potential effects on residents’ health, rather 
than relying exclusively on government and industry guidance.

As was pointed out in the speech presented on behalf of the 
petitioners, in a landmark legal ruling in November 2021, 
campaigners in Brighton and Hove succeeded in overturning local 
authority approval for a 5G mast to be sited close to a primary 
school. At judicial review, it was found that the Council “failed to 
address the health impacts” of the mast. This finding has 
significant implications for all councils dealing with 5G applications, 
as it means there is a legal responsibility to investigate possible 
effects on health. The technology cannot simply be assumed to be 
safe.

Moreover, the approach taken recently by Glastonbury Town 
Council is evidence that not all Councils feel constrained to adhere 
rigidly to government guidance in relation to 5G applications. In 
response to concerns raised by residents, Glastonbury Town 
Council set up a 5G Advisory Committee and carried out a six-
month investigation, after which they "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." 
 https://glastonbury.gov.uk/5g-report/ 

We therefore contend that the Council should have been 
advised that not only is there is no legal requirement to 
support 5G technology, it is in fact the duty and responsibility 
of the Council to conduct a full safety investigation and risk 
assessment before approving 5G applications. This is what 
the Council should have undertaken to do in response to our 
petition. 

3. Furthermore, we are concerned that, during the Council debate on the 
petition, the comments of one particular councillor, Councillor Leo Evans, 
were defamatory, obfuscatory, and misleading, and should have been 
challenged by the Chair. Councillor Evans did not respond to any of the 
concerns about the safety of 5G raised in the petition, but instead 
declared that our petition should not have been brought, without offering 
any justification for this anti-democratic assertion.

He proceeded to launch into an extraordinary tirade, smearing our petition 
as 'disinformation' and 'conspiracy theory', without giving any explanation 
for these serious allegations. He claimed that the speech presenting the 
petition alluded to the Holocaust, which it did not. He made completely 

https://glastonbury.gov.uk/5g-report/


irrelevant references to totally unrelated topics, such as QAnon, the Great 
Reset, and whether vaccines cause autism. He made no reference to the 
evidence presented in the petition, or even to the central issue of 5G. His 
irrelevant, offensive, and potentially slanderous comments were an insult 
to the petition signatories, and should not have been permitted to go 
unchallenged, or to influence the decisions of the Council.

The petitioners were not given any opportunity to respond to Councillor 
Evans’ wild accusations, and neither the Mayor nor any other member of 
the Council attempted to correct any of his baseless claims, which were 
allowed to stand as if they were a valid and reasonable contribution to the 
debate. They were not.

We therefore contend that Councillor Evans’ irrelevant, inaccurate 
and misleading comments had the effect not only of degrading the 
quality of the debate, but also of prejudicing the Council against the 
petition objective.

4.3 The purpose of the review is not to re-visit the issues discussed and debated by 
Council but to determine whether the Council dealt with the petition properly in 
accordance with the Constitution. To help the Committee in this matter the 
procedure adopted by Council is set out in below. 
 

4.4 The terms of Rule 220 are set out in full below:

“220. If a petition contains more than 500 signatures it will be debated by the full 
Council unless it is a petition asking for a senior council officer to give evidence at a 
public meeting. This means that the issue raised in the petition will be discussed at a 
meeting which all councillors can attend. The Council will endeavour to consider the 
petition at its next meeting, although on some occasions this may not be possible 
and consideration will then take place at the following meeting. The petition organiser 
will be given five minutes to present the petition at the meeting and the petition will 
then be discussed by Councillors for a maximum of 15 minutes. The council will 
decide how to respond to the petition at this meeting. They may decide to take the 
action the petition requests, not to take the action requested for reasons put forward 
in the debate, or refer the matter to another decision-making body of the Council. 
Where the issue is one on which another Council body or Officer are required to 
make the final decision, the council will decide whether to make recommendations to 
inform that decision. The petition organiser will receive written confirmation of this 
decision”. 

4.5 The action taken by Council in respect of Rule 220 is set out below:

“If a petition contains more than 500 signatures it will be debated by the full Council 
unless it is a petition asking for a senior council officer to give evidence at a public 
meeting. This means that the issue raised in the petition will be discussed at a 
meeting which all councillors can attend. The Council will endeavour to consider the 
petition at its next meeting, although on some occasions this may not be possible 
and consideration will then take place at the following meeting”.  

Council action – the petition was considered at the next available Council meeting.

“The petition organiser will be given five minutes to present the petition at the 



meeting”.

Council action – The petition organiser presented her petition for 5 minutes.

“The petition will then be discussed by Councillors for a maximum of 15 minutes”.

Council action – The Council debated the petition for a maximum of 15 minutes.

“The council will decide how to respond to the petition at this meeting. They may 
decide to take the action the petition requests, not to take the action requested for 
reasons put forward in the debate or refer the matter to another decision-making 
body of the Council”.

Council action – The Council decided how to respond to the petition at the meeting. 
Council’s decision is set out in paragraph 2.4 above.

5. Conclusions

5.1 The Committee is requested to review the steps that the Council has taken in 
response to the petition considered at the Council meeting held on 20 January 2022 
in relation to “Stop the 5G Rollout in Sefton; and to determine whether the Council 
dealt with the petition properly in accordance with the Constitution.  


