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2020-07-16 CO4ST Monthly Zoom Meeting with Julian Gresser 

Edited by Ben Levi. 

Ken Andrews: Good evening, I'm Ken Andrews. For those of you that don't know me, I’m Chair of 
Coloradans for Safe Technology. I want to welcome you to what is only our second monthly meeting. We're 
still very new in this effort. And I want to start out with a warm welcome to our guest speakers, Julian 
Gresser and Ben Levi, whom I'll introduce shortly. I'd like to welcome Colorado for Safe Tech members, 
and also a special welcome to all our other guests who maybe future members. So before I introduce our 
guest speakers, let's quickly go over the agenda and some meeting ground rules. After my introductory 
comments, and our guest speaker introductions, the remainder of the meeting will be devoted entirely to 
addressing the many pressing legal issues and related actions concerning wireless and obviously specifically 
5G. There will be some limited time for Q&A. And I want to thank those of you who submitted questions 
to me ahead of the meeting. The meeting is being recorded, and a transcript will be available later, and I 
want to thank Ben for his help on this. 

So now let's introduce our esteemed presenters for this evening and start with Ben Levi. Ben is an engineer 
and has a 35 year computer consulting career where he specialized in the Apple platform including hardware 
software training, system design and FileMaker Pro database development. He also has many years of 
experience in online conferencing platforms including Zoom and Maestro, so we don't have to call 
Ghostbusters, we just call Ben tonight! Which is awesome. In addition, Ben has decades of experience 
delving into the evolution of human consciousness, including living and intentional communities assisting 
with organizational and community facilitation, Bohmian dialogue and Spiral Dynamics integral, which he 
taught for over 10 years with the founder, Dr. Don Beck. Ben combines all his expertise and assisting with 
many online and face to face conferences focusing on the healthy evolution of human consciousness and 
solving the many problems of existence our civilization is facing. He's promised to solve that in the next 
couple of years! Appreciate that, Ben! He's also worked closely with Julian Gresser for over a year. Ben lives 
in the foothills of Boulder, Colorado, a wonderful place, where he also has a small, organic farm growing 
and selling medicinal herbs and other products. He is also a New Zealand resident, so a fellow countryman, 
spending up to a third of his time there. So, Ben, welcome.  

Ben Levi: Thank you Ken. Good to be here. 

Ken Andrews: Let me move on to Julian. Julian Gresser is a veteran international environmental attorney, 
professional negotiator, inventor, and recognized expert on East Asia and industrial policy. He is currently 
of counsel with the Washington law firm of Swankin and Turner, and a co-founder of the Balance Group, a 
Washington based legal consulting technology group dedicated to helping all sides and the 5G/AI/IoT 
Satellite controversy to discover a path that is safe, secure, environmentally conscious and protective of 
national security. Julian is also CEO of Big Heart Technologies, a humanitarian benefit corporation. He has 
served as a legal advisor to numerous US, Japanese, and European companies on a wide array of business 
issues. His teaching activities include being visiting Mitsubishi Professor of Japanese law at Harvard Law 
School, and visiting professor at MIT, Doshisha University in Kyoto, Japan, and Beijing University. He has 
also served as a senior consultant to the US State Department, the World Bank, the Prime Minister's Office 
of Japan, the People's Republic of China and the European Commission. He is also the author of eight 
books in English and Japanese, and Julian is based in Santa Barbara, California. And as I read that, Julian, 
I'm exhausted! I know what you do on Mondays and Tuesdays, what do you do for the rest of the week?  

So, with that, I'd like to pass it over to Ben and Julian. And just by way of introduction, we know, we all 
have other things that we'd rather be doing. And but yet we know we're faced with a situation here where 
we've got a telecom industry running rampant. Yet we live under the Constitution of the United States, 
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which guarantees certain rights and freedoms. And we're also supposed to have a system of checks and 
balances, but unfortunately, we're writing the checks and it's increasing the telecom industry's balances in the 
bank. So it's not going so well. So tonight, as I said, we're very, very delighted to have Julian and Ben with us 
to give us an update on the fight back. With that, I'll pass over to you guys. 

Julian Gresser: Well, Ken, thank you very much for the introduction. I'm really very happy to be here 
tonight to make new friends, explore some critical issues and see if we can make modest headway in 
charting out a path of action, beginning for Colorado and Coloradans, and the Coloradans for Safe 
Technology initiative. So thank you very much for the introduction. The term of your organization title, Safe 
Technology, is, I think, a really important idea. Because we live in an age where engineering technological 
genius is desperately seeking to unleash its power. And yet, just because something can be done in a way 
that brings out the best of engineering genius, doesn't mean that it should be done, or should be done 
unsafely. So the real question is, how do we harness technological, scientific, genius, versatility, talent in a 
way that doesn't kill all of us, but makes each of our lives more rich and deeper and happier. So I commend 
your organization.  

And the second introductory comment I want to make is, this might seem to be an odd question, but it's a 
way to focus our discussion. And the question is: How aware is our audience of about 25 participants, of the 
Shadow Game? The Shadow Game. The reason I posed that question is to suggest that we are all involved 
in the Shadow Game in our struggle to meet the 5G/AI/Internet-of-Things/Satellite Juggernaut. What do I 
mean by the Shadow Game? I came upon it in my work in Japan as a lawyer, where I found the odd 
phenomenon that some of the most sophisticated American and European companies that were my clients, 
seemed to act like children when they came to Japan. And out of that came an exploration of a hidden 
system of negotiation that I discovered that the Japanese samurai — government officials and corporate 
executives — deployed, with a singular effect to create chaos in the decision making of my clients, by what I 
came to call their undermining of their integrity, the capacity to make effective decisions, to turn to observe 
the world as it really is, without delusion or distortion. 

So I broke this code of about 50 moves that came up time  and time again, with a singular effect. And lo 
and behold, I discovered that this was not just Japan or some artful Japanese negotiators. I saw it in my 
negotiations in China. And then back in the United States. I saw this systematic way of dismantling 
consciousness. And I was able to unmask it, and decode it. That's what we're going to talk about tonight. 
Because I would like to suggest that we are all in a highly sophisticated disabling Shadow Game, which is 
setting up a whole range of false assumptions to attack the mind, to disable us, to waste our time, our effort, 
our financial resources, our creative resources; to evict us so that we have a sense of helplessness. So you 
can see this very interesting way in which these external moves worm their way into our own psyche, and 
dismantle our capacity to feel alive, to be creative, to adapt. Okay? I just want to set the stage.  

So tonight, we want to focus and bring a message, I would call it, of sober hope. We should not 
underestimate the sophistication of the Shadow players, an alliance of extraordinarily powerful interests in 
the communications industry, linked to the media industry, linked to the government agencies around the 
world. This is a formidable Colossus, which brings its power right down to the state level and municipal 
level and local communities. So we should not in any way underestimate what we're dealing with, or delude 
ourselves about how we can affect this change instantly. However, I would like to lay out tonight with very 
concrete examples of how, beginning with Colorado, there are ways to begin to level the playing field and 
reclaim control over our own destinies.  

So what we want to do is divide our presentation basically into two parts. The first part briefly is to talk 
about our work with satellites. And the second part is to focus on a project we're calling Empowering 
Resilient Communities, and get very granular on the second part, but give you an overview of the first part. 
So I hope that will be a suitable agenda, and what we'll do with each part of our presentation and discussion 
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is pause for questions, then we'll have time for questions at the end. So this is truly an interactive evening. 
So if that's agreeable Ken, with you and with everybody, that's what we'll do. 

I'd like to begin then with satellites, and we can very concretely give you an idea of what we're doing. But 
first, let's begin with what is the problem. We're talking essentially about low earth orbit, non-stationary 
satellites that are circumambulating the entire globe, that are linked terrestrially to what are called Earth 
stations. So Ben, would you like to just present this image or that so that people can get a sense of what 
we're actually talking about. SpaceX, Elon Musk's company, is the "first mover" in this space, and currently 
has launched 540 satellites so far. There are also a good number of other companies, European companies 
such as OneWeb, which had gone bankrupt but was saved by a consortium between the UK and India, in 
the US, for example, Amazon is eagerly trying to come into the space with its Project Kuiper. So this is part 
of a larger context of companies in different countries at the new frontier of exploring, and more 
importantly, commercially and industrially exploiting, outer space. It's not so "outer," because we're really 
talking about 300 to 500 kilometers from the earth, about the distance, believe it or not, from Denver to 
Moab.  

Ben Levi: I thought I might show a website where everybody can see for themselves what satellites are 
overhead and visible before dawn and after sunset. The website is https://james.darpinian.com/satellites/. 
Can you all see this picture of the Earth right now? What you can do is put in your address when you go to 
this website, and when you open up the Street View, it will tell you what time and which exact satellites will 
be travelling over your location, and where in the sky to look for them. This will work anywhere on the 
planet.  

Julian Gresser: Thank you, that was really great. The intention is to give you a sense that this is a real 
phenomenon, a real event that you can experience, either positively or negatively, according to how you feel 
about it. We should observe that historically and pre-historically, the Heavens have been pristine, before 
recorded history. Our species and many living creatures have looked up to the Heavens as an integral part of 
their culture. So the concept that this is now up for grabs, is a startling proposition in the human story.  

So let's first of all just very succinctly ask, why does it matter that private companies are grabbing outer 
space for the advantage of themselves and their shareholders? Why is that of concern to the general public? 
One can list the areas of concerns very succinctly. The first is the question of Radio Frequency Radiation 
(RFR). Now there are two parts to that. One is what is being emitted from the satellites themselves. Now, 
we're not just talking about 540 satellites, which is the important point. We're talking about applications 
right now before the FCC, not noticed yet to the public, of over 80,000 of these satellites. So you'll have to 
imagine what you just saw, compounded 10 or 20 times more satellites visible from the Earth; that's just 
reflecting two companies' applications.  

Why does that matter? Well, first of all, these will be emitting RFR. There is no requirement by the FCC for 
any sort of Radiation Hazard Report measuring the RFR emanating from these satellites. The industry will 
dispute this, saying it's not significant, but more importantly are the terrestrial Earth base stations, antennas 
and facilities that will be communicating 24/7 with these satellites; not just one, but several at the same time, 
all of which will be exposing you and your neighbors who have installed these "user terminals" as SpaceX is 
calling them. So to the issue of the health effects, the key point is, we don't know. And the idea is not to 
"Ready, Fire, Aim," but to inform ourselves first of the possible consequences; we would do that in any 
business. So we should understand what are the potential harms in terms of human health.  

Now, we should also understand that there's no insurance for any of these satellite companies, that are not 
agreeing to indemnify anybody. And they have no insurance. Not only do they have no insurance, as we'll 
discuss a little bit later, they don't have any capacity to get insurance, because no insurance company will 
underwrite RFR harms today, at least to our knowledge. Through the good work of our colleague Joe Sandri 
at Thought Delivery Systems, he has been very deeply involved not only with the telecommunications 
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industry, but through his work with saving the DNA of old growth trees. He has confirmed that all 
biological systems, all living things, are essentially transceivers. So they are affected by, and they transmit, 
energy. We have not a clue as to what will happen with the radiation from all of the satellites on biological 
systems, on bees, on birds, on migration patterns, on insects, on anything. We don't know.  

The important point to be made here is, as Ken in his introduction mentioned, that we are a society that 
exists by rules and laws, procedures and ethics, but the FCC has taken, in the form of a self-proclaimed 
position, that it is a supra-constitutional agency that is above the Constitution. It's above federal law. It's 
above treaty obligations, because this is not just a US phenomenon. This is all over the world. In fact, the 
FCC is on record as saying that, because there is a Space Liability Convention the US is party to, if these 
satellites were to collide and so forth, it takes the position that it has no authority, statutorily, to do what it's 
doing, claiming it's only a regulatory agency.  

So in addition to the health and environmental effects, another deep concern which NASA has expressed, is 
collisions. All of these satellites are orbiting in hundreds of orbital shells with hundreds of satellites in each 
shell. And the hope is that they will not collide, the odds of which are very small when there's only 540 of 
them. But when there's 10 or 20 times as many orbiting the Earth the chances of collision increase greatly. 
And if that were to happen, the cascading effects would be catastrophic for the whole satellite experiment, 
for humanity's exploration of space, for the rest of eternity.  

Finally, the satellite RFR interferes with astronomical research and weather forecasting. The key point is, 
none of this has been assessed in an accurate way as a basis of rulemaking, not only for the FCC, but for all 
the other agencies that have some jurisdiction, such as the FDA, Department of Agriculture, Department of 
State. Because we're not just talking about the light pollution of our skies over Pittsburgh. It's happening 
over Madrid, over Paris, over London, over Nicosia, all over the world. And many of these countries have 
laws on the books to protect their people from this so-called light pollution. So the US government, and by 
extension all of us, by its actions, is creating potential liability across the world. 

Ken Andrews: Julian, one of our members just asked a question. What about the potential for national 
security risks and what about navigation? Is that part of what we don't know either? 

Julian Gresser: So having summarized it, let me answer in just one minute. Having summarized the 
problems, what are we attempting to do? Well, under US law, we have to follow so called "administrative 
procedures" under the Administrative Procedure Act to exhaust our remedies at the administrative level 
before we can require a mandamus from an appellate court. [Mandamus: a judicial writ issued as a command 
to an inferior court or ordering a person to perform a public or statutory duty.] 

So we filed a series of actions. The first one which we filed challenged what we believe is the cavalier 
approval of one million Earth stations to SpaceX. Without any adequate Radiation Hazard Report, and so 
forth. We put in a variety of declarations, including one by Prof. Tim Schoechle from here in Colorado, who 
pointed out a series of risks of this whole move toward promoting these satellites without any sort of 
review. And one of the statutes that we cite in our petition for rulemaking, which is available on our website, 
is the newly signed Secure 5G and Beyond Act: 

"To require the President to develop a strategy to ensure the security of next generation mobile 
telecommunications systems and infrastructure in the United States and to assist allies and strategic partners 
in maximizing the security of next generation mobile telecommunications systems, infrastructure, and soft- 
ware, and for other purposes." 

According to Tim and others that we have reviewed, this puts the United States and countries around the 
world in high vulnerability to hostile powers, who could attack and dismantle this infrastructure with 
weapons, it has been suggested, even in one day. Now, this has not been assessed. This is our key legal 
point. We want the public and government agencies to be informed that the FCC is doing a power grab 
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against all the other government agencies, beginning with the FDA, the Environmental Protection Agency, 
NOAA, the Department of Agriculture, the Department of Energy, OSHA, the Department of Labor. All 
of these agencies are deeply concerned with RFR in their jurisdictions and missions, and yet, 
notwithstanding that they're being encroached upon, they've been silent. So through our process, we are 
trying to engage these other agencies, which is what the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
requires, as well as the Administrative Procedure Act, in a creative dialogue. We're not saying we have a 
monopoly on knowledge. We're saying these laws require thoughtful, engaged consideration, with public 
participation. Really what we're asking for is a balanced transition. We're not Luddites, we're not saying that 
all satellites are bad. Of course there are many potential beneficial application for rural communities.  

So we filed a series of these actions, which I'll just state: An application for Review of the one million earth 
stations; opposition to SpaceX application to reduce the elevation of 4,000+ satellites from 1100 kilometers 
to 500 km, which the FCC granted in a single day without any public comment period. We challenged that, 
and the FCC said it was an error, so they opened up a 30 day comment period. Of course, SpaceX has no 
insurance, no studies showing their system is safe, no indemnification. Nothing! It's just by fiat for what the 
industry wants. And we are planning now to try to provide a comprehensive framework for intelligent, wise, 
balanced rulemaking, which one does by a Petition for Rulemaking to the FCC, to really set the record right, 
to really do it in a way that makes best sense for the FCC, for the other government agencies, and for the 
public. We are writing this petition for rulemaking in the next few weeks and months, and we hope that they 
will work with us, because we have the technical knowledge to work with them to move this to a balanced 
framework.  

So that's a short summary of the satellite issue. What is the problem? What can be done? There's a lot of 
basis in federal law and international law by treaty that requires countries to be protective of outer space and 
not create liabilities, to collisions, and interference with research, and so forth, which are measurably 
damaging, and to then run away from liability. What I'm saying is, the industry is taking the position, and the 
FCC is basically supporting it, that they don't require any indemnification or insurance, and we feel that is 
legally very, very weak. 

Ken Andrews: One question, Julian. So would it be fair to say we're at the early stages in this process? I 
mean, any idea on when there'll be some sort of resolution to the motions that you've filed and so on, or is 
that unknown at this point? 

Julian Gresser: "Early stages" has two meanings. We are definitely in an early stage in terms of the actual 
launching of the satellites, which is really good news, because it's going to become much, much more 
difficult to stop this, as you can imagine, when there are 4,000 of them up there orbiting the Earth. So now 
is the time, in terms of the procedures. Some of these procedures have a shorter time clock, a matter of 90 
days or a few months in terms of our oppositions. The Petition for Rulemaking gets submitted to the FCC, 
and If the FCC does not respond within 4-6 months after we file the petition, then that will be a sign of bad 
faith. And we will be able to then take it to the DC Circuit Court, which has been very positive to check the 
excesses of the FCC and the Keetoowah tribe case, where the FCC took a completely outrageous position, 
and the DC Circuit sent it back, remanded it, saying they can't just exempt themselves by fiat from the 
National Environmental Policy Act. But the judicial process is lengthy. We're talking years. However, we do 
have Congress, and a number of senators have been concerned with this issue. We hope that we will get 
many more, particularly when we recognize that many federal agencies, as I said, have deep interests here. 
We should not see the federal government as monolithic, nor even the FCC as monolithic. There are strong 
voices within the federal government who realize it's madness to just let the industry run roughshod over 
this and not have any other public engagement. So we're hoping, since our whole approach is collaborative, 
to be able in parallel, while we follow these judicial appeals, to try to enlist the support of some members of 
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Congress, in a transpartisan way, and to help look at these key issues, because we do have time to do it right. 
And I think that's the important message. 

Ken Andrews: Okay, that's great. And that ties into a question that came on the chat. How much 
dependency, if that's the right word, is there for public participation in this, and approaching local 
Congressmembers and so on? 

Julian Gresser: So, in terms of the Secure 5G and Beyond Act that I mentioned, it explicitly encourages 
public participation, which is ensured under the Administrative Procedure Act; the whole purpose of NEPA 
to is improve decision making at the federal level across all the government agencies. Public participation 
plays a critical role in what is called "negotiated rulemaking," which is also the process that we're urging that 
these critically important projects use.  

So just to review, I began with the idea of the Shadow Game, which is being played out dramatically in the 
satellite matter, because the false assumption that we're being asked to believe is that this is the next great 
step for mankind, so what are you all complaining about? These are extraordinary geniuses leading the pack 
with an American footprint, so get out of the way. However, there are some problems, and what we're 
trying to do is not just buy into that assumption, but rather, be thoughtful.  

The same applies to what's happening to the disempowerment of local communities, of states and so forth. 
There's a whole range of assumptions that we're being asked to believe. The most vivid and succinct way of 
putting it is that "our hands are tied." I can't tell you how many times I've heard how our hands are tied. 
Particularly in Colorado, in light of Colorado's H.B. 17-1193, which is a state statute, the predominant view 
is local communities, notwithstanding how concerned they may be, have no rights, because everything is 
preempted by the 1996 Telecommunications Act. I don't know whether that is a dominant view among 
those who are listening to this conversation, but I can tell you that across the country, from California to 
New York, many people believe that, and have bought into that assumption, particularly City Councils, 
boards of supervisors, and their attorneys.  

Our answer is that with a checklist of legal tools, principles, negotiation tactics that take away that false 
assumption, which you're supposed to be believing and buying into, we believe that there are practical, sober 
steps that can be taken. So what I'm going to do is briefly talk through this checklist, a set of ideas and 
resources, and pause after each part so we can absorb them, because it's a lot of material that I've 
synthesized and can present very clearly and briefly.  

The first is to realize that there is a great body of scientific, clinical and medical evidence of the harms of 
RFR of 3G, 4G, and now particularly 5G. Ben can help us understand quite clearly why 5G is a whole 
exponential leap from 4G; it is a significant step up in frequency and the delivery of modulated pulsed RFR, 
which has very interesting, important, and serious biological effects. We're looking at the gamut of evidence 
across various illnesses, from cardiac issues, neurological disorders, cancers, diabetes, and so forth. We're 
including data on RFR causing oxidative stress, which correlates closely with inflammation, that correlates 
with mitochondrial damage, DNA damage, that has particular relevance to children whose bodies and brains 
are still forming, to elderly people, to immune-compromised populations, and of course to pregnant 
women. Now, I'm not saying that the evidence is, how shall I say, overwhelming. Some people would make 
that claim. I'm not saying that there aren't counter-studies that suggest that these are  overblown concerns. 
What I am saying is that the FCC and the FDA and other agencies around the world such as ICNIRP, have 
actively sought to suppress, to defund, and discourage serious scientific research, and that the existing body 
of research and clinical evidence is sufficiently strong to support what is called in Europe a "principle of 
precaution." I call it the "principle of heightened vigilance." There's enough data not to just dismiss the 
evidence out of hand, but to have to take it seriously and contend with it. 
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Now that has direct implications legally for who has the burden of proof. Under the Shadow Game, the 
principle that is being used is contrary to what the OECD said in 1973 called the "polluter pays" principle. 
The government and industry are instead saying that the public should pay for the harms, the "public pays" 
principle. And that has been successfully challenged in courts and statutes around the world, given the 
amount of clinical epidemiological and experimental data on the RFR harms. So the question is, who has the 
burden of proof? What we're suggesting is that under some circumstances, that the industry should have the 
burden of proof. If the industry is claiming that the technology is safe, then it ought to certify that it is safe. 
If they are unwilling to certify it as safe, and insure it, well, then the burden should be on the industry that is 
potentially creating the harms.  

Now, the first assumption that local communities have, and this is a very important assumption, is of 
litigation risk. A lot of communities that are basically capitulating to the telecom companies are operating 
out of fear that they cannot take the risk of being sued for damages and attorney’s fees. Here in Santa 
Barbara, actually, the county of Santa Barbara is currently being sued by telecoms. Now, the assumption that 
most city councils, boards of supervisors, and their lawyers are making is that they are exposing the 
community to damages and  attorney’s fees if they lose. But the truth is that the Supreme Court declared 
this to not be true. The telecoms do not have a right to sue for damages and attorney’s fees. What the 
telecoms have is a right under the 1996 Telecommunications Act, under various circumstances, to seek a 
mandamus to basically force the community to adhere to the rules as they interpret them. But in point of 
fact, that mandamus action really sets the stage for a public debate on safety. And it is well worth it, I 
believe, for communities to bite the bullet, to stand up and say: Okay, let's debate it. You're asking for a 
mandamus. We are trying to protect our community's health and safety. Let's go at it. And let the court 
decide whether there's a basis. And by the way, there are various sorts of  counterclaim remedies that 
communities have, for intimidation for example, if the actions by the telecoms are excessive. So the most 
important thing is to knock down the assumption that there's a risk of damages and attorney's fees in 
litigating these issues.  

I looked at the state statute H.B. 17-1193, and it's not as terrible as you actually might imagine. Just a very 
few points on this matter. It makes frequent reference to police power of local communities, which is 
exactly what we're talking about. There's a reference in the statute to the protection of reasonable health and 
safety and balancing. I don't see that it really does more than the 1996 Telecommunications Act already 
requires. So I wouldn't be overly concerned by the fact that Colorado has passed the statute, when you 
examine what I'm going to describe now. 

So there are some best practices that have already been incorporated in protective ordinances here in 
California; we cite Encinitas, Petaluma and Mill Valley. We're working on one in Santa Barbara. The 
important point is that you do not have to reinvent the wheel. Many communities across the country are 
struggling with these issues. There's some very good practices that have been developed. And you can  
simply take those ordinances which have already been developed, which have met the challenges, that are 
constitutional, and are in compliance with the Telecom Communications Act of 1996. So there is good 
precedent.  

The third point I want to make which is clearly within the police power of local communities, is fire 
protection. This comes in two forms. The first is protecting our firefighters. We know there's been studies 
of the vulnerability of firefighters to RFR exposure. There are communities that actually exempted 
firefighters from having cell towers erected on their fire houses because of documented health effects from  
RFR radiation. Second, there is a significant fire risk in terms of smart meters and cell towers catching fire 
due to overloads, lightning strikes, etc. Clearly local communities have complete dominion over protecting 
their community against fire. And that can be built into local rules that would then supplement the 
ordinances that I mentioned in Encinitas, Petaluma and Mill Valley. So I'm building the case for local 
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communities that your hands are completely not tied. And there are reasonable actions you can take to 
affect a protective regime for your communities, should you be so inclined to do so. 

Ken Andrews: This is great to hear, Julian and you're getting right to the heart of what we can use in our 
education of local officials, because they've been fed the industry line, and they don't have a clear indication 
of the point that you just made on the risk of damages and so on. So from my point of view, I think it's 
excellent.  

We have a question: Regarding litigation to protect citizens based on based on health and safety, how does 
Julian get around section 704 of the Telecom Act, which forbids environmental concerns, and the courts 
have decided that "environment" means safety is on the table, but not health? 

Julian Gresser: I've just said, the issue of environmental concerns, we'll come to in a minute. The issue of 
fire prevention, you could say, well, fires are involved with the environment. But it's clear that local 
communities are not stripped from their capacity to protect their community from fires by the 
Telecommunications Act. It's just as a matter of law, you don't even have to litigate it. It's perfectly fine. 
There could be nothing more fundamental to the right to police power of a local community. That's my 
opinion, but I think it's a strong argument. You could say environment is everything and therefore the 
Telecommunications Act consumes everything. But clearly fire is one of the really rich areas of local 
dominion. 

Next is special vulnerabilities. And we begin with children, schools, playgrounds, parks, retirement 
communities, hospitals and clinics. These are areas and populations that should not be irradiated. So how do 
we protect children? There is strong evidence that children's brains that are in the developing stages should 
not be irradiated. Children with special challenges, that have some disability, who are dyslexic, who have 
tinnitus. There's some interesting evidence that children who have tinnitus have excruciating pain when 
exposed to RFR. So how to protect these vulnerable populations, including children in schools where 
wireless is installed, and they have no way to escape it? So you really have a captive population that is 
particularly vulnerable. How do we protect them? One is to write a specific provision in your local 
municipal ordinance. Another is to write letters of warning of liability to the superintendent of schools,  at 
the state level or at the local level, or Heads of Schools at the private level. The superintendent of schools 
do not, in many cases, report to their local board of supervisors or city councils. They have an independent 
authority. They are incurring a potential civil liability, and even criminal liability, for exposing children to 
RFR harms, particularly when they have been notified about the potential harm and allow it anyway. I 
looked up in the Colorado statutes, there are two statutes, one in terms of child abuse and endangerment, 
and the other is general endangerment. So this is right in the Penal Code. Our strategy is to write a letter to 
the superintendent of schools, to forewarn them to take care to inform themselves as to what are the 
possible harms? What is the scientific data and evidence, and what are the alternatives?  

The key point here is that there are off the shelf alternatives to wireless, which is wired ethernet, that 
eliminates the wireless radiation issue from schools, basically solving the risk problem. This has very 
important legal implications, because there is a viable immediate alternative to solve the problem, which 
goes to this issue of precaution and the duty of care. And you're not beholden to the city council, nor are 
you checkmated by the Telecom Act. So especially vulnerable populations are particularly important to 
focus on as a point of education for communities in the area where parents are particularly concerned for 
their children.  

Now, what I've said also of course applies to minority communities that are also vulnerable, or economically 
disadvantaged communities that have no informed choice. So that's the legal concept. I want to make a few 
other comments but let's pause just for a minute about what I just said with special vulnerabilities around 
children, as well as elderly people and people who have disabilities. It's one thing to expose somebody who 
has had no health problems, and quite another to expose people who are either particularly sensitive, of 
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which there is now an increasing number, and people with recognized illnesses, such as cardiac issues, 
cancer recovery, etc. A case we've been working on in Topanga Canyon is a woman has suffered from 
breast cancer. She's been such a hero, is recovering from breast cancer, and then finds out they're putting a 
cell tower near her bedroom. Can you imagine? So these are the kinds of issues that we have legal remedy to 
protect our citizens. So any questions on this matter? 

Ken Andrews: There's a direct connection here to EMF sickness. And I wanted to bring in under FDA and 
FHA, does that come into this debate? You've seen the communications from one of our members on her 
situation in La Plata County. Is that part of this discussion? 

Julian Gresser: Absolutely. It is very clear that the Telecommunications Act does not preempt or eliminate 
or in any way marginalize the American Disabilities Act and the Fair Housing Act, which established 
independent rights, and in the latter, reimbursement for attorney’s fees. So they directly apply here and 
represent an independent basis for legal rights and remedy.  

Ken Andrews: And the other thing is, you've mentioned a number of cases; legal precedent is going to be 
so useful in this regard. 

Julian Gresser: We will provide a list of legal precedents to support everything that I've said. So let's turn 
next to the administrative strategies, but first let me show you an excellent website you can go to, enter your 
address, and find every cell tower and antenna within a two mile radius of your address. You'll have a 
terribly big surprise in store for you. 

Ben Levi: Okay, so it says that within two miles of Ken's home, there are 14 towers and 50 antennas.  

Ken Andrews: Okay honey, we're selling the house! 

Ben Levi: And this is what it looks like. Each one of these is an antenna, and as you can see there can be 
multiple antennas on one tower. And here you are in the middle. So there's one relatively close to you. It is 
owned by the Boulder Valley School District. So it's not very far away from you. And it's operating at a 
frequency of 159 megahertz, which is FM Radio, TV broadcasts, and aircraft communications. So anybody 
can go to antennasearch.com. I put the link in the chat. Enter your address, and this will be very useful to 
understand what kind of EMF exposure you're getting in your location. 

Julian Gresser: Now, this is very important, because I can tell you in Santa Barbara, we struggled for 
months in an arm wrestling match with the local planning department to get the record of where all the cell 
towers and antennas are. And they gave us all sorts of trouble. They said we had to name each residence and 
so forth. So they really put up a wall to try to prevent us from even being informed, which is part of our 
rights under the Public Records Act. And here we have a great resource. Now, perhaps it's not completely 
comprehensive, but it is useful to help you know what you're surrounded with. So we wanted to bring that 
resource to everybody's attention.  

Next are resources, legal principles, and tactics that you can all use to empower resilience, the capacity of 
your community to take this Shadow Game challenge and turn it into an opportunity and asset to become 
more vital, more alive, more informed. The first is: Why are we assuming that the telecom companies are 
complying with the existing FCC standard for maximum exposure? Remember, we've talked about false 
assumptions? Well, I guess we would say, because they're telling us they are. We will put in the resource list 
evidence that suggests that the FCC's standard itself, as you know, is being very actively challenged, not only 
by ourselves, but from other groups. There is very strong evidence that the FCC, first of all, by its own 
admission, does not have competence around health, that it is relying on engineers to formulate this thermal 
exposure standard, and is not even monitoring the standard for compliance at all. There are just a few cases 
that we see that the FCC actually monitored, or even may have the capacity to monitor it, nor is enforcing it. 
Going back to Ken's initial comments about living in a society of rules and laws and  the US Constitution, 
we're actually operating in a complete no-man's-land.  
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So how do we go about measuring or verifying that the companies are actually complying with this measly 
standard, which bears virtually no relationship to the public health hazard at all? What we can say is that 
there are a couple levels of technology available for people and communities. One is building biologists, a 
new discipline where trained people go into your home to measure the levels of radiation to which you're 
being exposed. And then offer techniques and methods to protect your house, protect your interiors, and so 
forth.  

There is also more sophisticated level which involves analysis by licensed spectrum managers, who have 
more sophisticated equipment to analyze radiation levels to identify specific frequencies and power levels to 
measure interference from RFR emitting devices. So if you were to apply spectrum management and 
analytics to these situations, I would venture to say that a very substantial number of these locations are not 
even complying with the federal FCC standard. So, not only is the FCC standard out of date and way too 
high, we think there's good evidence that the companies themselves are not even complying with the FCC 
standard. For skillful lawyers, that is a very interesting piece of information. 

Now, here's a few points. If the industry is taking the position that 4G/5G technology is safe, let them 
certify it. They are certifying the equipment. They're certifying the reports they're giving on compliance with 
the thermal standards. Why shouldn't there be local rules? There's nothing in the Telecommunication Act 
that says that a local community cannot ask for a certification of safety. Health effects. Environmental 
safety. So if they refuse to do it, that's very interesting. It's potentially probative of an admission, because 
you have to see that behind all of this is going to be massive personal injury actions. If the present rollout is 
implemented, as it very well looks like it's going to be, people are going to be injured, people are going to 
die. They're going to be bringing wrongful death action lawsuits that can be personal injury actions, just like 
what happened with lead paint, asbestos, and smoking.  

We are really right at the tip of a whole new generation of massive personal injury litigation, so telecoms 
understand this. It goes in their SEC disclosures and so forth. Particularly in an age of no insurance, which 
is the next point we mentioned earlier, that local communities must demand indemnification. And not 
indemnification backed by some generalized statement of insurance, but insurance for harms from RFR. 
Currently it's not insurable. So the question is, is that a prohibition at all? No, because they have to find 
ways to insure the public against the risk, and if the insurance companies won't do it, well, then the telecom 
companies should self-insure. But the point is that we have to address the harms to the public and provide 
reasonable compensation for the victims.  

And the city councils, as part of their oath of office, have to insist that the public be protected. We looked at 
the density of towers and antennas around your home and my home. Well, what's the city's densification 
plan? In the early days of wires, New York City looked like a wired jungle. There's no plan for this helter-
skelter willy-nilly installation of these towers and antennas. There ought to be a coherent reasonable plan, as 
part of the ordinance, that local planning commissions should insist upon, with full disclosure.  

I mentioned monitoring and reporting. You know, if you go to Tokyo — I spent many years of my life 
there — there's public meters that convey how much NOX and SOX is being measured in the ambient 
environment. We have the tools to do this today. So particularly in vulnerable populations, we could know 
exactly what is the level of RFR exposure. There's nothing at all in the Telecommunications Act that 
prevents local communities from requiring this.  

What about Radiation Hazard Reports? This is already established by the rules of the FCC. Why aren't local 
communities asking for Radiation Hazard Reports? Again within the ambit of their authority. Of course, 
there ought to be penalties for false claims. Either that things are safe, or misrepresentations and local 
documents, and so forth. There ought to be a great emphasis on transparency to the public, so local 
planning communities can be engaged.  
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Poor local/FCC record keeping — we know for sure that the FCC databases are completely in shambles. 
They're corrupted, they're misapplied. It's extremely difficult not only for the public, but for other agencies 
even to understand what's going on. There's no reason that local communities have to mimic the FCC. We 
want to get our act together. We are, on the federal level, trying to encourage the FCC, for its own interest, 
to try to improve its record keeping, which they're required to do by federal law. 

And finally, who owns the wires? The wired optical fiber backbone of all of this? And who paid for it? Local 
communities should ask for forensic audits, which is completely under their authority, particularly in the 
recent ruling in the Irregulators vs. FCC case, which remands this whole issue back to the states. A local 
community has every right to understand what happened to their taxpayer money, and to rate charges which 
have been used, according to the Irregulators case, that the industry has overcharged ratepayers to subsidize 
wireless to the disadvantage of fiber-wired. So again, this is a list of things completely within the domain of 
local communities' ambit of jurisdiction and power. 

Ken Andrews: This is outstanding, thank you so much. What communities need to do is to go through this 
checklist. Are any communities following your checklist? 

Julian Gresser: Now, I'm giving you what I would call our "best practices" that would extend the good 
work that other communities such as Mill Valley, Encinitas, and so forth, have already enacted. Some are my 
own ideas. This is our view, and we're pushing the envelope. We feel it's all reasonable and legal. 

Ken Andrews: Okay, so it's hot off the press, such an extensive list. Is what I'm hearing you Say, correct?  

Julian Gresser: Yes.  

Ken Andrews: Okay, great. Let me get back to the theme here. One of our members says the Trump 
administration is trying to roll back and revamp NEPA. What does this do to last year's NEPA ruling and 
forestalling 5G? 

Julian Gresser: This is a terrible, terrible action by the Trump administration. It is profound. It shows a 
profound ignorance and disdain for not just public participation, but for protection of our most important 
vital resources. NEPA was a very inspired congressional mandate to engage, in rational decision making, all 
the federal agencies on matters that are major federal actions. It's such a common sense proposition with 
such a venerable, distinguished body of judicial decisions, so carefully crafted by some of the best jurors. To 
destroy it is kind of equivalent… it's vandalism at the highest level. It's like the Taliban destroying all those 
wonderful works of art, or other kind of vandals. This is a kind of legal monument in the environmental 
community. So it is profoundly destructive. And we must resist it in all possible legal ways and political 
ways. That's my view. As to the chances of him succeeding? Well, you know, a lot of this is now political. If 
the president loses, I think it's fair to say even if he passes some rules, they will be overturned, both the 
judiciary and legislatively, but it's a very severe and mortal risk.  

Okay. I'll just finish off with municipal liability. There is a question of whether city council members and 
boards of supervisors, for actions involving city property and public rights of way, would lose their 
immunity. I think it's much tougher case on whether you lose permitting immunity, personally. So I think 
we have to be quite careful about saying that, notwithstanding how reckless the city council members are 
being, that they would have personal exposure, liability, for actions,. But they could very well expose the 
community to liability for actions that are taken on city property rights of way. So that's one important area, 
new frontier that needs to be litigated and explored.  

A second point of course, Is that if it is challenged, as I think it will be; for example, there's some cases now 
by my colleague, Andrew Campanelli, who is suing a number of city councils for stripping away the 
opportunity for the public to participate and voice concerns in city council meetings around health. In one 
case the council was hearing this person and their group, who had legitimate concerns about health and 
safety, in their measly three minutes, a woman was given only 30 seconds before a city councilman, backed 
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by the city attorney, said: We don't want to hear any more about these hysterics. And cut them off. When 
they had given substantial time to the telecom companies that were there. We believe this is a violation not 
only of the Constitution, but of the Telecommunications Act, for reasons that we can explain. And that has 
to be challenged federally in the district courts. So that's another area. 

My point is, this litigation challenging issues of liability of cities, of course, puts their bond rating at risk. 
And this is something that really matters. So the city council are really… I don't think it's a Faustian bargain. 
I think they have to just have the courage to rely on the existing precedent, and work with some of these 
ideas that we're suggesting, to stand up. Because their litigation risk is, again, not all that significant.  

And finally, there's this issue of misfeasance in office, which is an old tort, which exists particularly in the 
Commonwealth countries, in the UK and in Australia, but it's actually relevant here. If city council members 
act in flagrant disregard of the principle of heightened vigilance and precaution, which I mentioned, 
endangering the public, violating their oath of office, not investigating who even owns the wires, let alone 
who paid for it. One could say that as a basis for removal, and potentially in tort liability, under this doctrine 
of misfeasance and tort. That's a new frontier of law, very slender in the United States, but within our 
common law tradition, strong. And very relevant to what we're talking about.  

So I'll just end with one last comment. And then we have we have about 20 minutes or so on this issue of 
empowering resilient communities. And we have created a program which, thanks to an extraordinary 
visionary philanthropist, is enabling us to bring it to local communities. To update the lawyers, which is 1) to 
try to help local lawyers because this is important for local lawyers to come on board. But also community 
leaders and organizers. So everybody has a common, proven methodology to neutralize the Shadow Game. 
We will provide link in the resources that follow. So the floor is now open to discussion and questions until 
we end. 

Ken Andrews: Thank you, Julian, a couple of things there. One thing that you didn't touch on which may 
not be relevant for us here, but certain countries, I'm thinking of Australia with Ray Broomhall, has invoked 
the Criminal Code, an assault, and so on. I understand that that's not directly transferable here. I believe that 
is something that's developing in Europe, as well. Could you speak to that? 

Julian Gresser: We've looked carefully at this. The important point is, as negotiators, to understand a legal 
asset and resource. It's clear, probably… certainly under California law, and most likely under Colorado law, 
that to expose communities or individuals to RFR risks, and then to deny and continually do it. 
Notwithstanding a protective letter from a local physician, which is part of the Broomhall protocol, saying 
that from a doctor's point of view, this patient should not be irradiated, that it will harm them. And from a 
lawyer admitted to the bar in Colorado, saying he or she's reviewed the legal precedents, and they are putting 
the city council and telecoms on notice that they are about to commit a criminal assault. On the books, it 
probably is a criminal assault and battery. But whether you will be able to get a local prosecutor, 
underfunded office, that are interested in getting recovery from penalties, to do it is another matter. But not 
every violation of criminal and civil law is, in the real world, actionable. However, from a negotiation point 
of view, to put people on notice, citing the provisions that there is a crime that's being committed, has a 
negotiation effect. Particularly, I gave the example of the superintendents of schools, to put them on notice 
of liability, both civil and criminal, that they are endangering children in violation of the Colorado statute, 
and creating at least a civil exposure for their actions, in light of the fact that there are viable, simple, safe, 
affordable alternatives to prevent the harm. I think that is part of a negotiation strategy, one that's well 
worth looking at. 

Ken Andrews: Okay, great. Thank you. Now, one question that coming through here is that the FCC is 
also looking to decommission the old copper wire network, to increase our dependence on wireless, and the 
wireless industry has already taken money that we've paid for in fees and taxes which should have gone to 
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fiber-to-the-premises, they want even more money to do this, and basically, build out wireless capability to 
rural areas. Is that being challenged as well? 

Julian Gresser: Well, it's a complex question. Let me answer this on a higher level. The issue of dependency 
is core to the  Shadow Game business plan. If we're talking about the self-proclaimed benefit of speed, we 
know this has very serious effects on dismantling the parasympathetic nervous system of users, to make 
them more chaotic, emotional and vulnerable. The more addicted the public is, the more it supports the 
advertising model. This is a quintessential Shadow Game play to weaken the opponent. So you become 
erratic, you spend your money, you become more dependent, and therefore more manipulated. That is clear.  

Now the fact of rural communities that don't have access to the internet, is a legitimate question. And the 
question is, can it only be served by wireless? I think our position is: 1) For a good number of communities, 
it's a job creator, if we could extend optical fiber wire to some of these rural communities. In some cases, 
you just can't do it. And that brings in the whole issue of SafeG. What the industry is doing, since it's not 
paying any attention to safety, it's just proliferating as many of these towers as possible, willy-nilly. Well, 
many, many people who don't have towers may not want to be irradiated. So you have an informed consent 
issue.  

And then you have alternative versions of some of this wireless technology, where it may be possible to 
achieve the goal of helping poor or isolated communities get access to the internet, which is an absolutely 
legitimate concern and benefit, but to do it in a safer way.  

Coming back to your earlier comment about national security, closely related to that is this issue of privacy 
and government surveillance, which we're not told anything about. But you may have read that two days 
ago, President Obama and I think it was Elon Musk, and others had their Twitter accounts hacked. So the 
fact of the matter is, from my understanding, talking to experts, that wireless is, by and large, inherently 
unsecure. Therefore, this is a very important interest. In fact, many conservative people that I talk to, in 
communities who really are less concerned about the health and environmental aspects but are deeply 
concerned about the privacy issue — medical records and so forth, as well as government surveillance, 
going to private companies who are commercializing your most private information for their personal 
private corporate gain. This clearly has to be part of local protective ordinances, and really is not going to be 
preempted, since it's a basis for both federal and state law now by the Telecommunications Act. 

Ken Andrews: Right, thank you. Another question from one of our members here. The Supreme Court 
decision of 1819 Dartmouth versus Woodward laid the foundation of freeing corporations from 
governments by the people that had been built upon by subsequent decisions. My concern is that when the 
foundation is challenged, the legal decisions are already in place to protect commerce over the inalienable 
rights of individuals and communities. What is Mr. Gresser's view on that? 

Julian Gresser: You know, we're looking at, obviously, a COVID crisis. We're looking at a 5G/AI/Internet 
of Things/Satellite crisis. We're looking at a quite serious potential economic crisis. And we're also looking 
at, as you've just mentioned, President Trump's attack on NEPA. And what I've mentioned is the supra-
constitutional agency power grab by the FCC as a constitutional crisis. So I don't think that an 1819 decision 
here today, that the rights of the public and local communities, even in the case of Corona, are stripped 
away through an "anything goes" mentality. And one case I can cite, which is relevant to COVID, because 
what the industry is doing is trying to use COVID to covertly introduced 5G. In the case of Youngstown 
Sheet and Tube, President Truman during the Korean War, tried to use the Korean War emergency as a 
basis to strip away rights of the steelworkers to go on strike. And the Supreme Court overturned that and 
said: You have to follow the Constitution, even in an emergency.  We are making the case that COVID 
creates a higher responsibility, not a reduced responsibility, to follow these protective procedures, and to be 
informed of the risks of what they're doing. Not to use COVID as an excuse to ram through 5G 
installations, which inherently, as we say, raise serious questions of health and safety. 
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Ken Andrews: Right. And exactly to that point, haven't some communities considered using emergency 
powers to justify a moratorium? 

Julian Gresser: I think that's a fair point to be made, that's an interesting legal question. Under the police 
powers, and under the Youngstown Sheet and Tube case, given particularly now, this sinister data that we're 
getting on the number of communities and counties that have high rates of COVID… whether 
communities are entitled to effect a pause. They're pausing everything else. Why not effect a pause? It's not 
permanent. And it's saying: We want to be informed.  

Ken Andrews: Another question around power consumption. From a climate change/sustainability point 
of view, per Tim Schoechle's work, Reinventing Wires, and so on, there is knowledge that we've received 
saying that the energy consumption of the wireless network is going to be considerably higher than if we 
had FTTP. 

Julian Gresser: Well, I'm really glad that you mentioned it. Because you could say that's the pièce de 
résistance. That's the most important, empowering idea to come out of our discussion tonight. Just like the 
major point I wanted to make. That even something as dramatic as satellites, we have legal, effective 
remedies. And certainly at the local level, our hands are not tied. The really good news, thanks to Tim 
Schoechle, Camilla Rees, and others, is there's a viable, better alternative. And that is the optical fiber wired 
to the premises.  

You can look at an article that I wrote called Leapfrogging China-Awakening from the 5G Trance, it's on 
my website, resiliencemultiplier.com. In it I lay out, based on many years of work in industrial policy, that 
this is what the industry has done, basically a bait and switch. With a rogue agency, the FCC, running off the 
tracks on a wildly misguided industrial policy. When quick, completely consistent with, ironically, President 
Trump's new Secure 5G and Beyond Act, in the most safe, secure, environmentally protective path, is 
exactly what Tim Schoechle is suggesting. And for some communities, the idea of creating your own 
municipal utility to provide power, renewable energy, communications, can be an enormous source of joy, 
job creation, and safe power and communication. So this is linked to an economic growth strategy that's 
driven by innovation. That's empowering communities; that's entirely legal and in compliance with the 
Telecommunications Act.  

And there are a few companies in this country that are residual, but still have huge assets in the optical fiber 
area, and their stock prices are enormously deflated. But if these companies were to wake up and understand 
the enormous resource they have, they could help communities, and their stock price would go through the 
ceiling, companies like CenturyLink, for example. Now they're in both worlds, wireless and optical fiber. But 
Google has got a wired division that's just sitting there doing nothing. If these companies were to get 
interested, they could pioneer a whole industrial revolution that is safe and secure for the United States. 

Ken Andrews: Right. I want to come back to one point you talked about: the FCC. My understanding is 
that the FCC was founded pretty much to guarantee or ensure equity amongst providers; there is no health 
and safety mandate or charter within the FCC. Is that your understanding? 

Julian Gresser: No. Many, perhaps all, of the government agencies are designed to be supportive of 
industrial interests. That's their core Mission. But even in the legislative history of the Telecommunications 
Act, there is reference to the protection of health and safety. I mean, these agencies have to have that. And 
there is by implication a mandate to balance. To balance. And what is happening is a wild imbalance. And so 
that is the key point. And I think what we want to say in the work that we're doing as lawyers and with the 
Balance Group, is to say there is a higher ground here that can bring the angels of the better nature within 
the FCC, and certainly with many other agencies, to see a higher-ground play. Because after all, their 
mandate isn't only to help the wireless industry, it's to help industry. Okay? And there is an optical fiber 
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industry here that is more protective of the public, and one that can be consistent with a massive stimulus 
for economic growth and job creation. 

Ken Andrews: Great. Thank you.  

Julian Gresser: I would like to say that, recognizing that attorneys and lawyers play an important role in 
this, we created something called the International Legal Action Network. And we're operating at all levels, 
on the premise that there are, for example on the satellite case, true international law issues. But then also 
this is a very ripe new paradigm of public interest, legal action, empowering resilient communities, 
provisions and tools and an arsenal that we've discussed tonight, can be immediately be applied in Australia 
and the UK and in Cyprus. Lawyers can learn together and come together in new ways. So any lawyers in 
the audience, we really welcome you to join 5G•ILAN, the 5G International Legal Action Network.  

This is linked, I very much fervently believe, to a systematic approach to understanding negotiation, to 
neutralize the Shadow Game, which should be useful to community leaders, organizers, advocates, and so 
forth. Whether you're legal trained, or whether you're a scientist or a physician feeling disempowered. 
Remember the inner negotiation is really as important as the outer. If we can build our capacity to be 
resilient, courageous, healthy, our negotiating power will be immense; creative resources will come together. 
And this can be developed on a community wide basis.  

I want to just conclude by thanking you very much for arranging this meeting, for an opportunity for us to 
create a beginning dialogue with the communities and Colorado, and I want to thank those who take the 
time at this late hour to join us. This is really a collaborative creative learning process. We don't all the 
answers, but we do, I think, have some insight, and a passion to try to make things a little bit safer, more 
peaceful, so we can go about enjoying our lives. So we welcome your thoughts, your critique, your 
suggestions, your ideas. This is a new paradigm of collaborative innovation. I just will end with the 
observation that Albert Einstein said, we cannot solve our problems today with the same kind of thinking 
that brought us here. And I really do believe that. So whether you're a domain expert or not, we all can 
contribute. And I think that's our central message, one of empowerment and a sense of wonder and 
curiosity. So thank you again, Ken, and everybody for joining us this evening. 

Resources from Chat: 

• As of June 13, SpaceX has 540 Starlink satellites orbiting Earth. 

• See a Satellite Tonight  

• Read about and donate to the Healthy Heavens Trust Initiative 

• Telecoms can seek a mandamus to force communities to adhere to rules, but that sets the debate on 
safety. Communities who are willing to do that can force the telecoms to present evidence of safety. 
Telecoms can not sue for damages nor attorneys’ fees. 

• Encinitas, CA 5G Ordinance 

• Find towers and antennas around any US address 

• Read about and donate to Empowering Resilient Communities 

• Broomhall Protocol Community Kit (from Australia) 

• Julian Gresser — Leapfrogging China/Awakening from the 5G Trance  

• 5G•International Legal Action Network 

• Resilient Negotiator Online Training Programs - sign up to be notified of our upcoming courses 

• Julian Gresser: juliangresser77@gmail.com 

• Ben Levi: ben@dialogue.org 

https://james.darpinian.com/satellites/
https://resiliencemultiplier.com/hhti/?highlight=application%20for%20review
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1tA3wZp-ndI9DBqeGMKQkbDuYLz35p8Vb/view?usp=sharing
http://www.antennasearch.com/
https://resiliencemultiplier.com/safeg/?highlight=empowering
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Ej44IDu-PreP6umnsuFQWx66y4rccsMF/view?usp=sharing
https://resiliencemultiplier.com/leapfrogging-china-awakening-from-the-5g-trance-a-winning-strategy-and-action-plan-for-the-next-u-s-president/
https://resiliencemultiplier.com/5g-international-lawyers-action-network-webinar/
https://resiliencemultiplier.com/safeg/?highlight=empowering
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