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  STREET LIGHT POLES, TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLES:  SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES 

ATTACHMENTS 

 
Enacts the California Connectivity Act, which requires local governments and municipal utilities 

to make their streetlights and traffic poles available for small cells, and regulates the fees that 
local governments can charge for such attachments. 

 

Background  

Land use regulation.  The California Constitution allows a city to "make and enforce within its 
limits, all local, police, sanitary, and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general 

laws, known as the police power of cities."  It is from this fundamental power that local 
governments derive their authority to regulate land through planning, zoning, and building 
ordinances, thereby protecting public health, safety and welfare.   

 
The Planning and Zoning Law requires every county and city to adopt a general plan that sets out 

planned uses for all of the area covered by the plan.  Cities’ and counties’ major land use 
decisions—including development permitting—must be consistent with their general plans.  The 
Planning and Zoning Law also requires public notice to be given at least 10 days in advance of 

hearings where most permitting decisions will be made.  It also allows residents to appeal 
permitting decisions and other actions to either a board of appeals or the legislative body of the 

city or county.  Cities and counties may adopt ordinances governing the appeals process. 

Providers of wireless telecommunications services (“carriers”) must apply to cities and counties 
for permits to build structures or other wireless facilities that support wireless 
telecommunications equipment, like antennae and related devices.   

Small cells.  Over the past decade, there has been an explosion of wireless devices in the 

marketplace, from cell phones, tablets, health monitors, and smart appliances.  Current wireless 
communication technology is largely dependent on wireless facilities that have required a 

network of large macro cell towers that are often over 200 feet tall.  However, the next 
generation of wireless technology utilizes “small cells,” which are smaller wireless facilities, 
usually taking up less than 35 cubic feet of volume.  These small cells have much shorter ranges 

and therefore need to be deployed at greater density in urban areas than traditional macro cell 
towers.  Small cells are needed to support the roll-out of fifth generation mobile technology (5G) 

that will provide data speeds of up 100 times faster than current networks.  Some reports 
estimate the benefits of 5G deployment to exceed $500 billion in gross domestic product value. 
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Federal law on small cells.  Carriers and local governments have clashed over the extent of 

local authority to condition or deny applications to site wireless facilities.  Accordingly, several 
state and federal laws prescribe aspects of permitting.  Two federal laws, the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (Telecom Act) and the Spectrum Act, regulate the siting and 

approval of wireless facilities, including small cells.  The Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) is responsible for administering these laws and implementing this requirement.   

The Telecom Act establishes several requirements to remove barriers for ensuring competitive 

telecommunications markets.  First, state and local governments cannot adopt legal requirements 
that prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting an entity from providing interstate and intrastate 
telecommunications services.  However, it also protects state and local government authority to 

set certain legal and regulatory requirements for telecommunications services and facilities.  
Specifically, state and local governments can manage the public right-of-way and require fair 

and reasonable compensation from carriers, as long as those requirements are competitively 
neutral and nondiscriminatory.  If a state or local government establishes legal requirements that 
violate this framework, the FCC must preempt those state or local requirements.   

Under a separate section of the Telecom Act, state and local governments also cannot adopt 
requirements that unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally equivalent wireless 
services or prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of wireless service.  Local 

governments must also act within a reasonable period of time after an application for a wireless 
permit is submitted.  Otherwise, state and local governments can regulate the placement, 
construction, and modification of wireless facilities.   

The Spectrum Act further requires, notwithstanding the protections of local authority in the  
Telecom Act, state and local governments to allow “eligible facilities requests:” requests for 
collocation, removal, or replacement of new transmission equipment on a structure with an 

existing wireless installation. 

Federal regulations spell out the types of wireless installations that are considered “small 
wireless facilities”—small cells.  Specifically, small cells: 

 Can occupy up to 31 cubic feet, including antennas and all other wireless equipment; 

 Are mounted on structures up to 50 feet tall or 10% taller than other adjacent structures; 

 Are not located on Tribal lands; and 

 Meet other technical requirements.   

FCC’s small cell order.  Since the enactment of the Telecom Act, the FCC has adopted several 

orders aimed at lowering market barriers and encouraging the deployment of cable and wireless 
facilities.  In 2018, the FCC adopted the Small Cell Order, the Moratoria Order, and the One 
Touch Make-Ready Order.  Collectively, these orders were intended to more clearly limit local 

governments’ ability to regulate certain telecommunications facilities and prevent utility pole 
owners from delaying or prohibiting certain telecommunications attachments, including small 

wireless facilities.  Specifically, the Small Cell Order and Moratoria Order limit the fees that 
local governments can charge for the use of space on utility poles and the time frame for 
reviewing a communication provider’s request to attach a small wireless facility to a utility pole.  

As part of these orders, the FCC asserted that the Telecom Act gave the FCC the authority to 
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preempt local rules that restrict the attachment of small wireless facilities when those local rules 
are discriminatory or have the effect of prohibiting a provider from providing a 

telecommunications service. 

Shot clock.  Although previous orders already established so-called “shot clocks” for local 
governments to act on applications for wireless deployments, the small cell order adopted a new 
set of shot clocks specific to small cells, specific remedies that apply to violations of the shot 

clock, and expand the types of permit approvals that are covered by the shot clock.  Specifically, 
the order establishes a 60-day shot clock for siting small cells on a preexisting structure and a 90-

day shot clock for applications that propose a small cell on a new structure.  These time periods 
are presumptively reasonable, meaning that local governments can exceed them if they have a 
good reason.  The order also provided that exceeding a reasonable period of time would be 

considered as having the effect of prohibiting deployment, which opens up options for expedited 
relief in court. Finally, prior shot clocks only applied to zoning permits, but the Small Cell Order 

applied the shot clocks to all other permits required for small cell deployment, including license 
or franchise agreements to access the right-of-way, building permits, public notices and 
meetings, lease negotiations, electric permits, road closure permits, and aesthetic approvals. 

Fee limitations.  Relying on arguments proffered by the wireless industry, the FCC orders also 
found that some state and local governments charge excessive fees for wireless facility 
deployments, which have the cumulative effect of prohibiting deployment in other parts of the 

country.  Accordingly, the FCC orders limited fees for accessing the right-of-way, or fees for the 
use of government property in the right-of-way, such as light poles and traffic signal poles, for 
deployment of small cells violate the Telecom Act unless the fees: 

 Are a reasonable approximation of the state or local government’s costs; 

 Only factor in objectively reasonable costs; and 

 Are no higher than the fees charged to similarly-situated competitors in similar situations. 

However, the order also established a safe harbor level of fees—a presumptively reasonable fee 
amount below which a carrier must prove that it is unreasonable.  The FCC set these amounts at 

$270 per small cell per year, along with a one time fee of $500 per application for small cell 
deployment, plus some additional costs.  Additionally, the order recognized that local costs vary 
significantly.  Accordingly, it does not prohibit local governments from charging a fee above the 

$270 threshold and not all recurring fees above $270 would be inconsistent with the FCC’s 
order.  Instead, if a state or local government establishes fees above this amount and if a carrier 

then challenges the fee, the state or local government must demonstrate that fee is a reasonable 
approximation of the cost, objectively reasonable, and non-discriminatory.   

Aesthetics.  As noted in the FCC order, local governments impose aesthetic regulations on 

wireless facilities for a variety of reasons, including to “(1) ensure that the design, appearance, 
and other features of buildings and structures are compatible with nearby land uses; (2) manage 
[the right-of-way] so as to ensure traffic safety and coordinate various uses; and (3) protect the 

integrity of their historic, cultural, and scenic resources and their citizens’ quality of life.” The 
FCC order found that some aesthetic regulations can have the effect of prohibiting deployment 

and therefore established limitations on the aesthetic requirements local governments can impose 
without being preempted.  Specifically, the order required local aesthetic regulations to be 
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reasonable, no more burdensome than those applied to other types of infrastructure deployments, 
and objective and published in advance. 

City of Portland v. United States.  Following the FCC’s adoption of its 2018 Small Cell Order, 

the City of Portland joined a number of local governments, including many California cities and 
counties, in a legal challenge to the FCC’s Order.  In the lawsuit, the local governments made 
many arguments against the orders, including that the FCC had overstepped its statutory 

authority by interpreting local requirements as prohibitions and violated constitutional 
prohibitions against physical and regulatory takings.  In August 2020, the Ninth Circuit Federal 

Court of Appeals issued a decision that largely upheld the FCC’s 2018 Small Cell Order; 
however, the court’s decision reversed the FCC’s limitation on local authority to establish 
aesthetic requirements for small cell attachments.  In its decision, the court stated: “We conclude 

that, given the deference owed to the agency in interpreting and enforcing this important 
legislation, the Small Cell and Moratoria Orders are, with the exception of one provision, in 

accord with the congressional directive in the Act, and not otherwise arbitrary, capricious, or 
contrary to law.”  However, the court also found that “the requirement that local aesthetic 
regulations be ‘objective’ is neither adequately defined nor its purpose adequately explained.  On 

its face, it preempts too broadly.  We therefore hold those provisions … of the Small Cell Order 
must be vacated.”  The City of Portland and other plaintiffs have petitioned the United States 

Supreme Court for a review of the federal circuit court’s decision and response from the 
Supreme Court is due on April 26, 2021. 

State law governing wireless facilities and right-of-way access.  Telecommunications 
companies have the right to access utility poles in the public right-of-way, governed by a set of 

state regulations.  State law establishes a framework, process, and procedures governing the 
attachment of telecommunications facilities to investor-owned utility poles and municipal utility 

poles, providing the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) the authority to establish 
and enforce rates, terms and conditions for pole attachments.  Under this framework, 
telecommunications companies may erect poles and attach to investor-owned and municipal 

utility poles under specified cost-based rates.  Local municipal utilities may not block utility pole 
attachments, but can regulate the time, manner, and place of pole attachments in the right of way 

under Sections 7901 and 7901.1 of the Public Utilities Code.   
 
In addition, IOUs and municipal utilities can only charge cost-based rates for attaching to their 

poles that is a combination of one-time attachment fees and fees for the “annual cost of 
ownership,” which is the annual capital costs and annual operating costs and includes a method 

for calculating annual capital costs, based on historical cost and accounting for depreciation of 
the of the capital costs based on the average service life of the pole. 
 

However, these restrictions do not apply to other infrastructure in the right of way, such as light 
poles and streetlights, or outside of the right of way.  In those cases, local governments can 

continue to impose conditions on many types of wireless facilities and negotiate payments for the 
use of their infrastructure.  Since the number of small cells needed to cover an area is much 
higher than for traditional wireless facilities, carriers and cities have negotiated agreements for 

the deployment of small cells that require lease payments to use city infrastructure and 
streamlined permit processes.   

 
The author wants to reduce the time and cost that it takes to deploy small cells. 
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Proposed Law 

Senate Bill 556 enacts the California Connectivity Act, which requires a local government or 
municipal utility to make street light and traffic signal poles available for the placement of small 

wireless facilities, defined to mean a small cell pursuant to federal law, under fair, reasonable, 
and nondiscriminatory fees.  Access to street light poles or traffic signal poles may also be 
subject to other reasonable terms and conditions, which may include reasonable aesthetic and 

safety standards, consistent with the FCC’s small cell order.  SB 556 also limits fees that local 
governments and municipal utilities can charge, as described below. 

Street light and traffic signal pole attachments. A municipal utility or local government must 

respond to a request for placement of a small wireless facility on a street light pole or traffic 
signal pole, or multiple poles, within 45 days of the date of receipt of the request, or within 60 

days if the request is to attach to over 300 poles.  If it denies the request, the municipal utility or 
local government must provide the reason for the denial and the remedy to gain access to the 
street light poles or traffic signal poles.  SB 556 also prohibits a local government or municipal 

utility from unreasonably denying a street light or traffic signal pole lease or license for the 
purpose of placing small wireless facilities.  A local government or municipal utility can deny an 

application for a pole attachment due to: 

 Insufficient capacity or safety, reliability, engineering concerns, and impacts to core 
traffic or street light service, unless the communication service provider agrees to replace 

the street light or traffic signal pole; or 

 An impact from the attachment on an approved project for future use by the municipal 
utility or the local government of its street light poles or traffic signal poles for delivery 

of the core service related to the pole. 

If a request to attach is accepted, the following timelines must be met: 

 Within 14 days after acceptance of the request, the municipal utility or local government 

must provide a cost estimate, based on actual cost, for any necessary make-ready work 
required to accommodate the small wireless facility.  

 Within 14 days of receiving the estimate, the requesting party must accept or reject the 

make-ready cost estimate. 

 Within 60 days of acceptance of the cost estimate, the municipal utility or local 

government must notify any existing third-party attachers that make-ready work for a 
new attacher needs to be performed, although the party requesting attachment is 

responsible for coordinating with the existing attachers for make-ready work to be 
completed.  

 Within 60 days of the notice, or within 105 days in the case of a request to attach to over 

300 poles, all parties must complete all necessary make-ready work.  The municipal 
utility or local government may complete make-ready work without the consent of the 

existing attachers, if the existing attachers fail to move their attachments by the end of 
these time periods.   

 These timelines may be extended upon mutual agreement between the communications 
service provider and the local government or municipal utility that owns the poles. 
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Limitations on fees.  SB 556 also limits the fees that local governments and municipal utilities 
can charge for small wireless facility attachments to street light and traffic signal poles.  

Specifically, the bill allows local governments and municipal utilities to establish fees for use of 
a street light or traffic signal pole that is a reasonable approximation of the direct and actual 
costs, consistent with the FCC small cell order.  Local governments and municipal utilities can 

charge the following fees: 

 An annual attachment rate per pole that is based on the percentage of usable space taken 
up by the small wireless facility and the total annual cost of ownership of the street light 

or traffic signal pole, similar to the methodology used for calculating the cost of using a 
utility pole. If the local government or municipal utility charges a rate that exceeds its 

actual costs, it must use those fees to reduce the rate.   

 A one-time fee to reimburse the local government or municipal utility for the costs of 

rearranging existing attachments on the pole. 

 A one-time fee to process a request for attachment, if the fee does not exceed the actual 
cost of processing the request. 

SB 556 establishes a rebuttable presumption that a local government’s or municipal utility’s 
annual attachment fees are reasonable if those fees are equal to or less than the annual $270 fee 
for each small wireless attachment included in the FCC’s 2018 small cell order.  The bill also 

requires a local government or municipal utility to offer this $270 annual fee until it adopts an 
annual small wireless facility attachment fee that complies with the bill’s terms. 

SB 556 specifies that any agreement on rates, terms, and conditions for small wireless facility 

attachments to street light and traffic signal poles that occurred prior to the January 14, 2019, 
enactment of the FCC’s 2018 Small Cell Order are only valid for attachments installed by 
January 1, 2022, and they are only valid until he contract expires. The bill requires a municipal 

utility to use its existing utility pole attachment fee authority to set street light and traffic signal 
fees specified by this bill unless it adopts the $270 annual fee that is presumed reasonable 

pursuant to the FCC’s 2018 Small Cell Order.  The bill also allows different rates, terms, and 
conditions if the communication service provider and the local government or municipal utility 
agree. 

SB 556 defines its terms and includes findings and declarations to support its purposes.  

State Revenue Impact 

No estimate. 

Comments 

1. Purpose of the bill.  According to the author, “SB 556 brings California into conformance with 
existing federal and state laws seeking to accelerate the deployment of wireless broadband 

network infrastructure throughout California. For too long, wireless broadband deployments 
have been delayed by confusing regulations, entrenched in excessive bureaucracy. These 
processes have had a severe impact on bringing high-speed internet to many communities across 

California. As employers and schools across our state have shifted to virtual participation, 
highlighting disparities of access faced by low-income families and people of color, it is now 
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time to take immediate steps to close the digital divide and ensure a better access to internet for 
all.” 

 
2. Home rule.  Local officials’ first duty is to protect the interests of their constituents.  They 
have broad authority to regulate activities to preserve the public welfare, and they have 

developed processes in accordance with that duty for permitting small cells.  Some jurisdictions 
impose more conditions than others due to specific local circumstances.  For example, some 

local jurisdictions allow attachments to their street light poles, but not to their traffic signal poles 
so as to reserve those poles for their core mission of ensuring traffic safety.  SB 556 goes well 
beyond federal law to strip local governments of this authority in the name of expanding wireless 

access.  However, SB 556 doesn’t include any requirements that carriers provide public benefits 
in exchange for the authority granted by the bill.  Furthermore, by taking away the right of local 

agencies to deny small cell attachments, SB 556 also ties the hands of local governments that 
want to derive some public benefit (such as enhanced broadband access for underserved or 
disadvantaged communities) commensurate with the private benefit that carriers receive.  If local 

officials can’t deny attachments, they lose any leverage they might have in negotiations with 
carriers.  Finally, SB 556 undermines existing agreements that local agencies and carriers 

voluntarily entered into, by changing the rates local agencies can charge for attachments made 
after January 1, 2022, even if an agreement predates that.  SB 556 sets a concerning precedent 
that reappropriates taxpayer-funded infrastructure for private benefit.   

3. A little extra.  The FCC small cell order established numerous limitations on the ability of 

local governments to require carriers to comply with conditions or pay fees above actual costs.  
With the exception of the aesthetic requirements struck down by the Ninth Circuit, the order is 

the law of the land.  SB 556 purports to codify the FCC order in state law, which carriers say is 
needed because local governments pay more attention to state law than federal law.  But the 
order and SB 556 differ in several ways: 

 Shot clock.  SB 556 requires local governments and municipal utilities to respond to 

requests for attachment within 45 days, or 60 days if the request is for attachment to 300 
or more poles.  The FCC order allows for a longer period 60 to 90 days, and does not 

differentiate based on the number of attachments, but rather on the basis of whether it is a 
new structure or existing structure. 

 Aesthetics.  SB 556 references the aesthetic requirements in the Small Cell Order and 
requires local governments to comply with them.  However, this portion of the order was 

struck down by the Court of Appeal.  As such, the FCC does not currently have 
regulations applicable to aesthetics for small cells. 

 Ability to exceed the safe harbor fees. SB 556 specifies a rate for attachments that is 

very limiting.  For example, it requires the use of historical cost less depreciation, which 
means that a local government must base its rates off of what it cost to put the pole in, not 

what it would cost to replace the pole today.  The FCC order does not specify a particular 
methodology, instead leaving it up to state and local governments, so long as they meet 

requirements for being cost-based, objectively reasonable, and nondiscriminatory.  

 Ability to deny attachments.  Under current federal law, carriers must prove in court 
that a local agency’s denials effectively prohibit small cell deployment in their 

jurisdiction.  SB 556 would instead directly limit the ability of local governments to deny 
attachments at all. 
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 Applicability outside the right-of-way.  The FCC orders only apply to street lights and 
traffic signal poles in the right-of-way.  However, local governments often construct such 

poles outside of the right-of-way as well.  For example, many parks contain light poles.  
SB 556 applies its restrictions, which differ from the FCC order as described above, to all 

poles owned by local governments or municipal utilities. 

Moreover, local governments across the country have appealed the Ninth Circuit decision to the 
United States Supreme Court, and a decision is expected later this month.  Additionally, the FCC 
orders that SB 556 intends to codify were adopted under a previous administration.  Should the 

Legislature codify more stringent restrictions on local government police powers than the 
relatively industry-friendly federal regulations, especially when those regulations may be struck 

down in court or modified in the future as priorities shift with a new administration in 
Washington? 

4. Senate Energy amendments.  The author committed to accepting amendments in Senate 
Energy, Utilities, and Communications, but due to timing, those amendments must be taken in 

Senate Governance and Finance.  Those amendments include to: 

 “Delete this bill’s reference to the aesthetic requirements in the FCC’s 2018 Small Cell 
Order. 

 “Remove the requirement that a local government or POU must offer $270 as its 
recurring attachment fee until it adopts a fee schedule that complies with this bill. 

 “Specify that a local government may deny an application for an attachment based on 
safety, engineering, and insufficient capacity concerns if (1) the communications provider 

is unwilling to replace the pole or (2) replacement of the pole would not mitigate the 
safety, engineering and capacity concerns and (3) the local government or POU identifies 

the concern and provides the applicant with an opportunity to provide remedies 
mitigating the concerns.” 

5. Mandate.  The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local governments for 
the costs of new or expanded state mandated local programs.  Because SB 556 places new 

requirements on local government and municipal utilities, Legislative Counsel says that the bill 
imposes a new state mandate.  SB 556 disclaims the state's responsibility for providing 

reimbursement by citing local governments’ authority to charge for the costs of implementing 
the bill's provisions.   

6. Charter city.  California Constitution allows cities that adopt charters to control their own 
“municipal affairs.”  In all other matters, charter cities must follow the general, statewide laws.  

Because the Constitution doesn't define “municipal affairs,” the courts determine whether a topic 
is a municipal affair or whether it's an issue of statewide concern.  SB 556 says that its statutory 

provisions apply to charter cities.  To support this assertion, the bill includes a legislative finding 
that it addresses a matter of statewide concern. 

7. Incoming!  The Senate Energy and Utilities Committee is set to hear SB 556 at its April 19th 

meeting.  The Senate Governance and Finance Committee is hearing SB 556 as the committee of 
second reference. 
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8. Related legislation.  AB 537 (Quirk) would deem all necessary permits issued and allow an 
application to begin construction if a city or county does not approve or deny an application for a 

wireless facility within a reasonable period of time, as defined in applicable FCC decisions.  AB 
537 is set for hearing on April 28th in the Assembly Communications and Conveyance 
Committee.   

SB 649 (Hueso, 2017) would have established requirements for local government permitting of 

small cell facilities in the public right-of-way, including some provisions substantially similar to 
those contained in SB 556.  The bill was vetoed by the Governor. 

Support and Opposition (4/19/21) 

Support:  Bay Area Council; Contra Costa County Office of Education; Crown Castle and Its 

Affiliates; CTIA; East Bay Leadership Council; Lake County Office of Education; Latinos in 
Information Sciences and Technology Association; Leadingage California; LGBTQ Center Long 

Beach; LGBT Community Center of The Desert; LGBT Technology Partnership & Institute; 
Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce; Los Angeles County Business Federation; Napa 
County Office of Education; OCA National; Orange County Business Council; Plumas County 

Office of Education/unified School District; Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of Commerce; 
Sacramento Lgbt Community Center; Sf.citi; Silicon Valley Leadership Group; Sonoma County 

Office of Education; T-Mobile USA, Inc.; Verizon; Wall Las Memorias Project. 

Opposition: Mayor Eric Garcetti, City of Los Angeles; Mayor Robert Whalen City of Laguna 
Beach; Bay Area Educators for Safe Tech; Belmont; City of; Brea; City of; California Alliance 
of Nurses for Healthy Environments; California Street Light Association Carlsbad; City of; 

Chino Hills; City of; City of Agoura Hills; City of Arcata; City of Bellflower; City of Calabasas; 
City of Campbell; City of Carmel-by-the-sea; City of Chino; City of Clearlake; City of Clovis; 

City of Colton; City of Costa Mesa; City of Del Mar; City of Downey; City of El Centro; City of 
Fortuna; City of Foster City; City of Fountain Valley; City of Hesperia; City of La Palma; 
City of Lathrop; City of Los Alamitos; City of Los Altos; City of Madera; City of Maywood; 

City of Mission Viejo; City of Monterey; City of Newport Beach; City of Norwalk; City of 
Novato; City of Oakdale; City of Oceanside; City of Pacifica; City of Petaluma; City of 

Placentia; City of Rancho Cucamonga; City of Redding; City of Ripon; City of Riverbank; 
City of San Buenaventura; City of San Fernando; City of Signal Hill; City of Solana Beach; 
City of South Lake Tahoe; City of Stockton; City of Sunnyvale; City of Tehachapi; City of 

Thousand Oaks;City of Torrance; City of Tracy; City of Tulare; City of Vacaville; City of Vista; 
City of Wasco; City of West Hollywood; City of Whittier; Community Union, INC.; East Bay 

Neighborhoods for Responsible Technology; Ecological Options Network; El Segundo, City of; 
Elk Grove; City of; Encinitas; City of; Environmental Health Trust; Facts: Families Advocating 
for Chemical &; Toxins Safety; Fusion Massage of Santa Barbara; Keep Cell Antennas Away; 

Keep Cell Antennas Away From Our Elk Grove Homes; Lakewood; City of; Mission Viejo; City 
of; Moms Across America; Monterey Vista Neighborhood Association; Napa County 

Progressive Alliance; Napa Neighborhood Association for Safe Technology; Palmdale; City of; 
Rancho Cordova; City of; Sacramento; County of; Safetech4santarosa.org; San Diego; City of; 
San Jose; City of; Santa Barbara Body Therapy Institute; Santa Barbara Green Sisters; Save 

North Petaluma River and Wetlands; Sebastopol; City of; South Bay Cities Council of 
Governments; Stop Smart Meters!; Sustainable Tamalmonte; The City of Lakewood; The City of 

Union City, California; Thousand Oaks; City of; Topanga Peace Alliance; Torrance; City of; 
Towards an Internet of Living Beings; Town of Fairfax; Town of Mammoth Lakes; Town of 
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Ross; Truckee; Town of; We are One, INC. - Www.weareone.cc - Wao; Windheim EMF 
Solutions; Wire California; Wireless Radiation Education & Defense; Couple Hundred 

Individuals 

-- END -- 


