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PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE MANDATE  

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

As set forth in the letter from Petitioner Angela Sherick-Bright to Supervisors on July 16, 

2021: On March 10th of 2021, a new type of Permit was deployed by the County of Los Angeles 

to aid Crown Castle and other telecom companies seeking to establish radiation-issuing telecom 

antennas without traditional and legally required citizen input.   

 Instead of an Application for Conditional Use Permit as historically required by law and 

typically Notarized for Recordation, this new Application, see Exhibit A hereto, and titled 

Application for Land Use, contains specialized language apparently derived through concerns of 

industry and County administrators to streamline applications for telecommunications antennas, 

by cutting the public out of the loop. This permit retroactively and unlawfully approved 
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installation of an antenna pole specifically designed to accommodate a high wattage output 

hybrid 4G/5G antenna on Petitioner’s property, in front of her home at 5007 Escalon Avenue, 

View Park CA  90043. 

 Subsequently, on November 8, 2021 Crown Castle was issued an Approval for its 16 

pages of plans for an antenna equipped telecommunications pole in the front of Petitioner’s 

property, in what is being treated by the County of Los Angeles (sometimes herein County’) as 

within a public right of way easement (see Exhibit B hereto).  Despite multiple documented 

straight-forward email inquiries, (also Exhibit B), the Petitioner has been unable to determine 

whether or not a Permit has been issued, or alternatively whether the November 8, 2021 

“Approved” set of plans is viewed now by the County of Los Angeles as having the same force 

and effect of a proper Permit, in that case allowing for the installation of a powerful broadband 

antenna array on the same pole in front of the Petitioner’s house.  

 Upon this new Application for Land Use form (Exhibit A), permission from the 

landowner was not required, whereas, given the microwave antenna intended for installation, in 

the opinion of the Petitioner, permission from the landowner was previously expected as a line 

on the form, had this been part of the apparently now superseded Conditional Use Permit 

process, while instead this new Application for Land Use form allows permission from the 

owner of the ‘structure’ for the planned construction to suffice.   

 Accordingly, with this new Application for Land Use form, so far as known to the 

Petitioner, there was no Notice, Hearing, or mechanism for Appeal, such expected up until on or 

about February 28, 2021 under the prior Application for Conditional Use Permit, which the 

historic, statutorily authorized and required method for such Permits, and for urban planning.   

Including because the pole is under ten meters and the wattage in excess of 1000 watts 

Effective Radiated Power, Petitioner believes and asserts that this installation should have been 

evaluated by the County for its environmental effect, as FCC standards (Exhibit C) require. 

Pursuant to a settlement agreement between Crown Castle and the County, about which residents 

in View Park knew nothing, cooperation between Crown Castle and the County was so efficient 

that the Application for the pole was filed on March 8th, the Permit was issued   March 10th.  
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This Permit, and the related Permits in our View Park area, with the public cut out of the l 

loop were each in violation of California law, federal law (Exhibit C), and the Due Process rights 

the residents of View Park, including the Petitioner.  Many senior administrators have witnessed 

situations where heavily encouraged team confidence in a program causes aggressive pursuit of 

outcomes which later turns out as impractical, illegal, or unconstitutional.  Here the process 

violates all three standards. High wattage and long-range capable antennas constitute clear and 

present dangers to the health and welfare of the flora and fauna in the environment of the View 

Part neighborhood, and also endanger the residents of View Park due to DNA strand breakage. 

A Writ of Mandate is sought here for Declaratory and Injunctive relief.  This Petition for 

Writ of Mandate includes seven Causes of Action, capsule summaries of which appear next.   

The FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION is for Declaratory Relief and is necessary because the 

Petitioner cannot get a clear answer from the County of Los Angeles to the question of whether a 

Permit has been issued, or alternatively, whether the Crown Castle’s County-Approved set of 

plans dated November 8, 2021 is being treated as a Permit.  The Petitioner’s plain worded 

inquiry to the County (Exhibit B) has not resulted in any answer to the seemingly simple 

question of whether a Permit has been granted, or alternatively, whether, through new County 

custom and practice, the November 8th “Approved” document is intended by the County to serve 

like a Permit.  Given that Recordation is historically nominal, such “Approved” set of plans 

would be, in the traditional Conditional Use Permit motif, a very late step, towards the 

ministerial granting of a Permit.  Los Angeles County did not answer Petitioner’s inquiry. 

In the prior practices known to the Petitioner, where, as here, such final Plan Approval 

has been granted, the next step is the issuance of the formal Permit. A formal Permit is of critical 

importance to urban planning because historically, with a Permit for construction upon particular 

real estate, in the prior Conditional Use Permit method the Permit would be Recorded with the 

County Recorder.  That recordation is essential to Urban Planning because the reciprocal duties 

owed by the owner of a particular parcel at the time of Permit thereafter ‘run with the land.’   

However, in this brave new world of LA County telecom Permits, Petitioner is left 

without knowing whether this Approved stamp on the submitted plans for the pole with                          
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 an antenna on her property, will be treated in practical effect like an issued Permit, or 

whether in the alternative the historical process from the Conditional Use Permit will be 

followed, and a recordable Permit will be issued as the next stage, followed by Recording as the 

final Governmental act.   

In order to protect against a later assertion by the County of late filing of a Petition for 

Writ of Administrative Mandate, the Petitioner is, resulting from the County’s failure to respond 

to her three inquiry emails (Exhibit B) compelled to file this Petition, and requests this Court’s 

Declaration as to whether the Approved provision on Exhibit B  hereto has the legal effect of a 

Permit, or whether, as Petitioner believes has been the case up until the recent LA County 

changes, this Approval of the finally fully submitted plans is a late intermediary step, with the 

issuance of a recordable Permit to follow.    

Petitioner seeks Declaratory Relief, because under the new policy of the County, as 

shown on Exhibit A hereto, being the Application for Land Use, which since February of 2021 

has taken the place of the Application for Conditional Use Permit, the permission of the 

landowner is no longer required, thereby bringing into question whether there will be recordation 

at the offices of the County Recorder.  Recordation of Permits is integral to Urban Planning. 

This unprecedented new practice, where the owner of the ‘structure’ is sufficient to 

support an application to build upon real estate, and the permission of the property owner is not, 

is the tap root of the confusing situation which the Petitioner now faces, which she seeks that this 

Court resolve by Declaration.   

A lengthy November 3, 2021 email from Mr. Mitch Glaser, Los Angeles County 

Planning (Exhibit D), reiterating his position stated in an October 1, 2021 email, shows that the 

County’s openly adopted policies regarding environmental review and historical site review are 

in utter direct conflict with the FCC’s own clearly stated requirements which are set forth in 

Exhibit C hereto, composed entirely of the relevant FCC statement of policies, taken directly 

from the FCC website, which describes the FCC’s programmatic approaches for integrating 

compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act.  Please see page 11 of Exhibit C, 

wherein, bolded in the original, it is stated that: “Granting of a license is NOT an 
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 authorization to build unless all environmental requirements have been met.” The 

Exhibits to this Petition are true and correct copies of the text of the cited documents, with font 

size or spacing in some instances, for example of presentation size reduction, to reduce the 

number of pages involved, however the text of each Exhibit is verbatim from source.  

The above referenced email of November 3 from Mr. Glaser (Exhibit D) was also copied 

to approximately twenty additional addressees, including County Counsel.  This November 3, 

2021 email makes the remarkable statement that the County will make no environmental or 

historical site assessment, despite the FCC’s clear regulations to the exact contrary, as published 

by the FCC and as shown in full in Exhibit C. This County email, stating policy and confirmed s 

such by wide copy distribution, states: “As I mentioned in my October 1 email, we do not 

conduct an environmental assessment, including a historical resource assessment, for by-right 

(Type 1) approvals, which are ministerial in nature and do not have a discretionary component.” 

Here, it is the County, not the FCC, which has unilaterally decided against discretion.  

Petitioner objects to the actions of County planning administrators in choosing against 

compliance with federal, state, and county Environmental and Historical standards and 

procedures. Petitioner seeks that this Court issue its Order compelling that the County refrain 

from the issuance of any Permits for telecommunications antennas or antenna arrays without first 

complying with the FCC requirements for environmental and historical review. The Petitioner 

urges that this Court issue its Order that the County refrain from the issuance of microwave 

antenna Permits without the permission of the landowner. The Petitioner requests that in all 

instances of building Permit issuance (antennas are not in the LA County “Exempt from Permit” 

listing) this Court issue its Order that the County is obligated to provide Notice to the directly 

impacted landowner and an opportunity to be heard, to the same extent as  has been historically 

allowed under the Conditional Use Permit approach which remained in force for many decades 

until the County’s recent decision to exclude the citizenry from knowing of Permit issuance.   

The SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION is the sole CAUSE OF ACTION in this suit which 

seeks Class Action status, for the geographically limited area of the View Park subdivision, and 

in this regard is filed by Petitioner on behalf of all View Park homeowners and residents in said 
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homes, seeking historical review, given that View Park is a nationally Registered Historic Place 

as the largest contiguous assembly of homes in African American ownership in any subdivision. 

The THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION for Inverse Condemnation seeks injunctive relief to 

stop further construction on Permits already issued under the above-described Application for 

Land Use, which Application requires only the permission of the ‘owner of structure,’ upon 

which such a telecom antenna is sought to be installed.  The THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION seeks 

to prohibit issuance of Permits based on said Application for Land Use because that  procedure 

does require the permission of the owner, or even the Due Process of Notice to the owner, in this 

to Petitioner Angela Sherick-Bright, of the fact that her property is about to be Taken.  That a 

Permit ‘runs with the land,’ is a central tenant of Urban Planning, requiring Recordation.  

The FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION of this Petition seeks to have any and all Permits 

which have so far been issued within and/or by the County of Los Angeles on the basis of such 

new Application for Land Use set aside, for violation of Due Process, including for absence of 

Notice and Hearing.  

The FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION seeks an Order from this Court requiring that prior to 

the issuance of any Permits for 5G and other telecom antennas the County must conduct basic 

environmental review as required by County ordinance, California environmental law and 

published FCC policy (in Exhibit C) all in the light of the scientifically established certainty that 

cellular radiation cause DNA strand breakage for all living things in the County of Los Angeles.     

The SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION seeks a Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary 

Injunction against issuance of Permits for 5G antennas and additionally seeks a Temporary 

Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction on the activation of 5G antenna systems within 

range of Los Angeles International Airport and Burbank Airport, based on the documented 

interference with radar altimeters from 5G signal.  

The SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION seeks a Temporary Restraining Order and 

Preliminary Injunction to prohibit issuance of Permits for 5G antennas and additionally seeks a 

Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction on the activation of 5G antennas, for a 

period of 60 days,  to allow Supervisors to evaluate whether they will continue to place the  
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County in the position of insurer for the telecom industry for liability exposures which 

the international insurance industry has refused to insure, there being so far as known to the 

Petitioner no record that this issue has ever been considered by the County of Los Angeles.  

  

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION - FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF BY THIS COURT TO 

DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT A PERMIT HAS BEEN ISSUED - RECORD UNCLEAR 

 

 On November 8, 2021, apparently final plans were marked Approved by appropriate 

senior County personnel (Exhibit B hereto).  Until the initiation of the County’s new Application 

For Land Use approach, replacing the Conditional Use Permit for telecommunications 

installations, the approval of such a plan (November 8, 2021, see Exhibit B) has always been a 

last step before actual Permit issuance.  Petitioner’s repeated inquiries to appropriate County 

personnel, whose jobs require certain present knowledge as to whether a Permit has been issued 

or not, have received no response. The Petitioner’s search of the publicly available Los Angeles 

County database for Permit issuance does not demonstrate actual Permit filing.  Yet if a 90 day 

deadline does apply, and November 8 the start, Petition should be filed by February 7, 2022.  

In light of this indeterminate record, the Petitioner, on February 2, 2022, sent her email 

confirmation to the County (in Exhibit B), referencing the confusing record, and confirming that, 

consistent with long standing expectations of Permit process, she continued to await Permit 

issuance, which, the County is anticipated to argue, would in turn be the triggering event for 

deadlines for the filing of a Writ such as herein presented.  It is respectfully stressed that the 

question of whether or not a Permit has actually been issued is a straight-forward fact reasonably 

within the present understanding of any agency charged with responsibility for Permit issuance.  

Accordingly, after three inquiry emails (group Exhibit B) and after the confirmation via 

email from the Petitioner on January 22nd that a Permit has not been issued for construction of 

the antenna tower at the front of her property, the Petitioner seeks the Declaration of this Court 

that, based on the actual record, and including the adoptive admission by the County, as shown 

in Exhibit B, the Petitioner sought a clear answer as to whether a Permit had been issued.   
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As of Friday, February 4, 2022, there has been no response to that question.  

The Petitioner’s emails to the County in Exhibit B show that the Petitioner has attempted 

to obtain a clear answer as to whether there is a Permit for the planned antenna:  Or, whether, 

under the County’s new Application for Land Use process, the County will allow Crown Castle 

and similarly situated companies seeking to install telecommunications antennas, to proceed with 

such construction solely on the basis of  Approval plans such as the November 8th Approved plan 

shown in Exhibit B, but without a Permit as would result from a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).     

Previous to the adoption of the County’s new policy including the new form Application 

for Land Use, an Application for Conditional Use Permit would be submitted for antenna array 

construction with Notice to the landowner and adjacent landowners, followed by approval by the 

Planning Commission, where, having had Notice, those interested in outcome, also including 

tenants, could offer their positions.  That was Due Process.  Alternatively, while still involving as 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP), administrative issuance might in some instances be allowed (a 

small decorative structure, for example), with opportunities to consult with Planners, and Appeal. 

These CUP processes have for many decades been well known to the civil Courts, public 

administrators, developers, and others engaged in the land development process at a professional 

level.  Petitioner sought to obtain a clear answer from the County as to whether Exhibit B-1, now 

marked “Approved,” is now to be treated by the Applicant and County policy like a Permit, or in 

the alternative, as a still only a late intermediary step towards a Permit.  The resulting uncertainty 

stemming from absence of a clear answer from the County has compelled that the Petitioner file, 

so that if in this brave new world of planning what was previously a late intermediary step is, 

under new policy, to have the weight of a Permit, we in the public should be informed.   

Petitioner seeks alternative forms of relief.  Specifically, if in the Declaration of this 

Court, the November 8, 2021 document, Exhibit B-1, is determined as a Permit, then the 

Petitioner seeks to have it legally nullified on the basis of the positions set forth in each of the 

following Causes of Action, and on the basis of those Causes of Action present cumulatively.  

If, alternatively, it is the determination of this Court that the November 8, 2021 document 

attached hereto as Exhibit B-1 is not a Permit, and does not have independent legal status so as to   
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allow the commencement of construction, then in that instance the Petitioner seeks an 

Order from this Court directing the County against the issuance of any Permits based upon 

submissions of the form Application for Land Use which is attached as Exhibit A to this Petition. 

 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION - CLASS ACTION  

FOR RESIDENTS OF VIEW PARK 

 

 This is the sole Cause of Action in this Petition seeking to protect the rights of a Class, 

seeking Certification of a Class consisting of all homeowners in the View Park Development.   

 This is a situation of common questions of fact and law shared by all homeowners in the 

View Park Development. All owners of residential property in View Park, including the 

Petitioner’s property are part of a Nationally Registered Historic Place. Petitioner is a suitably 

qualified Representative Petitioner for all such View Park homeowners.  Petitioner’s legal 

counsel, Harry V. Lehmann is experienced in complex litigation, having previously served as 

Class Counsel and Class Co-Counsel in Certified Class Actions, and having served as counsel 

for Plaintiffs in mass tort cases involving large numbers of Plaintiffs.  

 The California Supreme Court in T-MOBILE WEST LLC v. CITY AND COUNTY OF 

SAN FRANCISCO (S238001) on April 4, 2019, has determined the core principle, as applied 

here, that under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, this Court may consider the rights of the 

resident homeowners of View Park to be concerned about the health impacts of these new poles 

and antenna, which, looking like elements from a science fiction robot movie, are inconsistent 

with the aesthetic traditions of the View Park National Historic Place, and that residents’ health 

concerns are a legitimate aspect of aesthetics.   

In the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), Congress established a 

comprehensive program to preserve the historical and cultural foundations of the nation as a 

living part of community life. Section 106 of the NHPA is crucial to that program because it 

requires consideration of historic preservation in the multitude of projects with federal 

involvement that take place across the nation every day.  
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As shown by Exhibit E hereto, the County of Los Angeles has independently taken the 

express position that it is not required to take historical preservation into account.  The telecom 

companies will assert, and subject to lawful limits correctly, that telecommunications 

installations are within the regulatory purview of a federal agency, the FCC.  

Section 106 requires federal agencies to consider the effects of projects they carry out, 

approve, or fund on historic properties. Also, federal agencies must provide the ACHP an 

opportunity to comment on such projects prior to the agency’s decision on them. Section 106 

review encourages, but does not mandate, preservation. However, Section 106 review does 

ensure that preservation values are factored into agency planning and decisions.   

The Petitioner, in this sole Cause of Action as putative Representative Petitioner, has 

been a View Park resident since 2003. The Petitioner has close relationships in the community, 

including with her neighbors on both sides, all of whom, including the Petitioner, were deprived 

of Due Process through the absence of the Notice and Hearing traditionally and lawfully 

available had the County not invented a brand new circumvention from the many decades of 

California land use practice in which an Application for Conditional Use Permit has, up until this 

new administrative invention cutting out the public, provided for citizen voice.   

View Park is on the National Register of Historic Places, residents of African American 

descent have for generations chosen View Park residency in solidarity with others who have 

through their own hard efforts secured homes in one of the most prestigious and lovely 

neighborhoods in the greater Los Angeles area.   

This Petitioner, and as putative Representative Petitioner, along with other residents of 

View Park reasonably expect their decades honored neighborhood culture to be preserved. This 

issue is not solely about the question of whether or not a modern radiation generating machine 

which emulates the shape of a robot head will be allowed in visual discontinuity into View Park.  

Rather, there are here issues of both Due Process and disrespect by the County of the historical 

rights of all View Park residents. Here, the County of Los Angeles blithely skipped over the Due 

Process rights of all View Park residents, to, at the least, the lawfully required consideration of 

the Nationally Registered historic nature of their neighborhood.  

Petitioner sought and was courteously provided with what she was assured by County 
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personnel, is a complete copy of the County’s files regarding the project to build this sci-fi set in 

her front yard. Nowhere in County documents is there any indication of consideration of 

historical review.  Nowhere within those documents has Petitioner found any indication that 

either Crown Castle or the County complied with their proper legal roles regarding the 

Registered Historic Place status of the View Park development. 

Petitioner felt deeply concerned when one day she came home to find a pole had been 

erected in front of her house. There was no notice given. Petitioner immediately asked her 

neighbors if they knew what was going on and her neighbor, Vaughn, told her it was a cell phone 

tower. She called the County and found that the construction had been started without permits. 

She had been in touch with the County’s Department of Regional Planning, and they were 

extremely helpful in providing her their files containing documents submitted by Crown Castle 

and approvals given by the County for these projects. 

Respectfully, Petitioner expresses concern that the towers are constructed without the 

oversight required by federal law, state law, and County ordinance, including the inquiry and 

evaluation required by federal law and companion state practices regarding both environmental 

and historical site concerns. 

In order to educate herself, Petitioner contacted the State and Federal government 

agencies familiar with construction in an historic district. Petitioner contacted Michelle 

Messinger at the State Office of Historic Preservation and Elizabeth Emerritt at the National 

Trust on Preservation. Both independently suggested that Petitioner confirm what the County 

documents show: That neither Section 106 nor environmental review of the projects was 

completed prior to the decision to resume work under this new ministerially issued Land Use 

Permit, which apparently seeks to avoid the legal strictures attendant to a Conditional Use 

Permit. Petitioner finds no evidence of the reviews in the files. 

In California, those seeking to build (including the visually incongruent structures at 

issue) have an obligation to consult with and consider the historical rights protected through the 

State of California’s agency for historical preservation, which, in company with the federal 

preservation programs, seeks to preserve what of our history can be preserved. 
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 For these reasons, including under Section 106, at the very least there should have been 

Notice to this historical community, and there was none. In addition to the provisions of federal 

and state law mandating consideration of Historical place designations, even more detailed and 

precise requirements are specified in Los Angeles County ordinances, including but not limited 

to the following: Chapter 22.82 Historic Districts; Chapter 22.124 Historic Preservation, and 

including, among dozens of subdivisional requirements, the County ordinance requirement for 

public hearings under Section 22.124.200 (Public Hearing Procedures).  

The County’s historic preservation ordinances take up approximately twenty-six full 

pages of single-spaced font size 11 print, including a specific provision for Appeal, under 

Section C of 22.124.200,  and yet when the only African American neighborhood holding 

Nationally Registered Historic Place status in all of California is involved, the County of Los 

Angeles, in its discretionary discrimination between alternative approaches, chose to simply 

pretend that federal historic preservation law, California historic preservation law, and Los 

Angeles County’s own very extensive protections for historic districts, just don’t exist.  

 This intentional County policy is proven by the attached relevant November 3, 2021 

email from County planner Glaser in Exhibit D. This flagrant failure of the County to even 

examine and consider the relevant law as it applies to these proposed sci fi towers in View Park 

shows not only that as a matter of law, but moral and legal principle, the Approval of this subject 

Permit, as illustrated in Exhibit A hereto, should be rescinded consequential from the Order of 

this Court directing the County to rescind such Permit, to require the Applicant to re-apply, and 

the County to follow its own rules.   

Because the View Park development and neighborhood is a National Historic Place, the 

public should have received Notice of these Permits.   

In compliance with California policies and through the Office of Historical Preservation, 

and in non-compliance with the National Register of Historic Places including as in 36 CFR 

PART 800, both Crown Castle and the County should have reached out and evaluated, prior to 

the grant of Permit, the historical consequences of the intended installations, as stated in Section 

106, all as extensively discussed in Exhibit C hereto. 
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Said Exhibit C contains the FCC’s own published survey of the need of the Commission 

to coordinate with the National Historic Preservation Act, verifiable at the FCC website.    

Because the County has utterly failed in its Due Process duties to comply with federal, 

state, and county law, the Approval shown on the attached Exhibit B should be Ordered 

rescinded by this Court.  

 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION - INVERSE CONDEMNATION - CONSTRUCTION ON 

PRIVATE PROPERTY REQUIRES NOTICE TO LANDOWNER 

 

 The new Application For Land Use forms operationally adopted on or about February 28, 

2021 by Los Angeles County, for telecom antenna installation. including for the Permit issued on 

March 10, 2021 for the pole at Petitioner’s property, and the Approved-marked Plan of 

November 8, 2021, are not lawful because through this form Application the County of Los 

Angeles now only requires permission from the owner of an involved “structure,” not the actual 

fee owner of the involved real estate.  These issues were brought to the attention of the County in 

Petitioner’s letter of August 26, 2021.  

 Commonly to the point of apparent uniformity, the granting of an application for a 

telecommunications antenna such as is at issue here, has previously required an engineering 

report from a competently qualified engineering firm (such as Hammett & Edison in support of 

Verizon related Applications). Such report states the anticipated maximum wattage to issue from 

each array in an installation and anticipated maximum radiation from the combination of 

amplification and antenna to be installed.  The level of wattage which can be tuned and powered 

to emanate from any given antenna is varied upon conditions, such as nearness to residences and 

terrain. Even though the same antenna is used, and even though the same localized installed 

power and amplification system is used, there still will be variance in the wattage involved, as 

may be tailored by the corporate entity later managing the installed powered antennas.  

 Prior to the adoption of the new Application For Land Use form, the previous 

Application for Conditional Use Permit (sometimes herein CUP) required permission from the 

property owner or from an agent of the owner attesting to such agency status. The resulting 
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Conditional Use Permit which would derive from such Applications would then be Recorded at 

the Office of the County Recorder, which has been, until February of 2021 a critical element of 

the Permit process, since the Recordation of the CUP, by Notice by Recordation to any 

subsequent purchaser, assured that in the instance of future title transfer, the obligations upon the 

Permit recipient would always ‘run with the land.’  It is difficult for the Petitioner, herself retired 

from a substantial career in Public Administration, to overstate the importance of this 

Recordation practice, because, due to the durable Notice character of Recordation of the CUP, 

the enforcement of all urban planning goals, as were taken into account during the process of 

Permit issuance, was assured by the permanent Recorded nature of the Permit, such that, with 

such Recordation, no subsequent purchaser could claim to be a Bone Fide Purchaser For Value, 

who had allegedly been unaware of the Permit involved, and the duties it imposes on the owner 

of the land, whomsoever that might subsequently be.  The Petitioner avers that any new practice 

which does not require a Recorded Permit frustrates the compliance tracking by Recordation 

which is the tap root of Permit enforcement from owner to owner of any such Permit 

encumbered property.  So far as known to this Petitioner, the County of Los Angeles contends 

that this new process of not requiring owner permission is lawful.  The Petitioner contends to the 

contrary. In order to resolve this dispute between the Petitioner and the County, the Petitioner 

requests Declaratory Relief from this Court that permission from the landowner, or in the 

instance of the absence of such permission, lawful taking through the Due Process of a CUP, is 

required so that the Permit can be Recorded as was possible up until February of 2021.  

 Alternatively, if it is the analysis and finding of this Court that this Application for Land 

Use process can continue without property owner permission, or procedurally proper taking, or 

procedurally proper exercise of authority, with Notice and Hearing, then the Petitioner would 

request that the Court so Declare.  If this situation is allowed by the Court to continue, such that 

the permission of a structure owner is allowed to result in a Recordable interest in the underlying 

property, running with the land, then the Petitioner asserts that such allowance of such Recorded 

interest in property without landowner permission is a Taking within the meaning of the Fifth 

Amendment to the Constitution of the United States, and under the California Constitution. 
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 Petitioner asserts that such action, the acquisition of a Recorded property interest though 

permission from a structure owner, is Inverse Condemnation, on which basis, the Petitioner seeks 

attorney’s fees, legal costs, and expert costs, including for Appraisal, as afforded by applicable 

law.  For this reason and as otherwise stated in this Third Cause of Action, the Petitioner seeks 

the Declaration of this Court that the permission of the landowner is required and that in the 

absence of such permission, the current in-use Application for Land use is unlawful, and that on 

that basis all Permits so far given based on that form are unlawful, and the County is, the 

Petitioner now requests, Ordered by this Court to issue a revocation of any such Permit granted 

through said Application for Land Use form.  

 Unlike the draft 1995 version of the 1996 Telecommunications Reform Act, in the 1996 

Act there was intentional retention of local government entity control over the ‘operation,’ of 

such facilities, once established.  This was viewed as cooperative federalism.  At the bottom line, 

there are practical reasons, in order to regulate, as locally found necessary, the ‘operation,’ of 

such facilities, the local governmental entity involved, and the citizenry supporting that entity, 

must be adequately informed as to the character of the installation over which such entity has the 

right and obligations of control of operations. A local entity cannot reasonably regulate telecom 

antenna array sites without, for example, sufficient data for prepared emergency response. These 

data are what come into the public record, for traditional democratic method analysis, when the 

actual laws of Californian regarding the Conditional Use Permit are followed.   

 In addition to the other concerns expressed in this Third Cause of Action, and relief 

sought in said Cause of Action, the effect of no longer requiring a CUP, and then fabricating this 

new Land Use Agreement, with no property owner permission required, and ministerial issuance 

of telecom antenna Permit thereby, is that the local entities will be deprived of the data necessary 

for compliance with the local control of operations provisions of the 1996 Act.   

Unlike the 1995 draft, the Telecommunications Reform Act of 1996 reserves local 

control over ‘operation’ of cellular tower installations, the issuance of the Permit of March 10, 

2021, as well as the companion antenna permits, without Notice or resulting Hearing, violates 

the Act by depriving local governance, in this instance the County, of site-specific radiation data. 

It denies the public, including the scientific public, of access to data directly affecting them, 
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while simultaneously (through the ministerial mechanism), also deprives the members of the 

public to offer comment on a matter of great public interest. 

Our professional planning practices in California are grounded in this understanding that 

the owner of real estate is ultimately held responsible for compliance with Permits for 

construction upon the involved property, even after ownership change.  This is why, up until after 

the County’s settlement deal with Crown Castle, normal and traditional CUPs were used for 

these cellular constructions, just like other buildings and modifications of real estate in 

California.  The ability to track compliance responsibility is foundational to urban planning. 

Instead, the County, with a new form, has substituted permission from the owner of the 

“structure,’ upon which an antenna is to be substituted for permission from the property owner.  

This has had, in our View Park case, including on Petitioner’s land, the net effect that a Permit 

has been given for construction of upon property owned by a person without permission from 

that person. This newly invented approach effectively imposes duties by lien on a property, of a 

permanent nature, without Notice to the owner of that property or permission from that owner.  

The Petitioner seeks an Order of this Court directing that the County issue a Stop Order 

for any Permits which were granted under signature from the alleged owner of the ‘structure,’ 

upon which the antenna is to be placed due to non-compliance with basic Planning principles. 

 

   FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

ANY PERMITS FOR CELLULAR TELECOM ANTENNAS SINCE FEBURARY 28, 

2021 SHOULD BE SET ASIDE FOR LACK OF DUE PROCESS. 

 

 When our residents’ Due Process access Hearings on Permits is lost, elected office 

holders are thereby reduced to decorative figureheads whose own powers, granted by election, 

are stymied by what Public Administration specialists correctly call the Fourth Branch of 

Government, comprised of non-elected and seldom accountable bureaucratic administrators.  

 Petitioner and others have sought without result to bring each, and all of the issues set 

forth in this Petition for Writ of Administrative Mandamus to the attention of the Board of  
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Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles.  These efforts have included, but been limited to, the 

extensive and annotated letter presentations of the Petitioner to the Supervisors of July 16, 2021, 

August 12, 2021, August 28, 2021, December 27, 2021, and the comprehensive presentation by 

Topanga resident Julie Levine, MSW on January 18, 2022.   In response to Ms. Levine’s January 

18 submission, the answer of Regional Planning to Ms. Levine’s y simple request for access to 

the Ministerial Site Plan review for the wireless applications associated with pole replacements 

in Old Topanga Canyon including Old Topanga Canyon Road included the following: 1) That 

the ordinances currently acted upon by the County are still in draft form: 2) That ministerial 

review sans hearing is mandated by the Federal Communications Commission, which appears 

under Exhibit C flatly not true: 3) That Ms. Levine would need to send in AP numbers or 

addresses, for Regional Planning to tell her their overall plan for this Telecom deployment. This 

response from Regional Planning shows one of two alternative factual states:  1) Either these 

administrators are proceeding without a plan for the Topanga Canyon area or: 2) These 

administrators are selectively electing not to release the plan they have. This is respectfully 

submitted as a further example of the confusion in policy which results when administrators and 

their policies are not talked through and respectfully vetted with the sunlight of public exposure.  

In this instance, a resident cannot determine what plan, if any, is afoot, which is of direct health 

consequences to this particular resident, Ms. Levine, is very electro-sensitive to microwave 

radiation, a recognized Disability status, stemming from major injuries, as respectfully explained 

in her January 18 submission to the Supervisors for the County of Los Angeles.   

 The digital divide, where it actually exists, is about access, not mechanism of access.  

Where needed the best possible access can be provided by hard wire installation resulting in 

higher speed (as in Korea), greater reliability, absence of fire risk, and without saturating every 

living thing in LA County with constant intense non-ionizing radiation.  Hard wire installation is 

obtainable through poles, or computerized micro-tunneling which doesn’t violate roadway 

surface, or by micro-trenching. Hard wired access might cause industry profit might be less than 

current monstrous levels, but the role of government is not to insure the profit of business.  
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FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION - FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW DUE TO THE 

SCIENTIFICALLY ESTABLISHED REALITY OF DNA STRAND BREAKAGE FROM 

CELLULAR RADIATION, WHICH AFFECTS ALL LIVING THINGS IN LA COUNTY 

 

 Much of the language in this section paraphrases points already made to our Supervisors 

letter and Petitioner’s letters of July 16, 2021, August 12, 2021, August 21, 2021, and December 

27, 2021, which show the fruitless attempts Petitioner and others have made to resolve this 

matter without the Petition that Board inaction has now forced this Petitioner to reluctantly file.  

   We are all composed of DNA.  This means that the intense distribution of 5G and related 

antennas will cause DNA changes in the lives of every living thing in our environment from 

apples to zebras.  In addition to the harming to the environment, as discussed in Petitioner’s 

August 12 letter to the Board, comprehensive and expensively obtained hard science from the 

National Institutes of Health, shows that this cellular microwave radiation is carcinogenic.   

 Thus, without a course change, the County of Los Angeles is now actively engaged in 

granting ‘ministerial’ Permits for antennas the sole purpose of which is to broadcast radiation, 

when it is proven, see authorities referenced below, that cellular microwave radiation is 

carcinogenic.  If this is allowed to continue, industry profit is preferred over constituent health. 

 Dr. Henry Lai of the University of Washington long ago proved that the wavelengths in 

cellular radiation break DNA strands.  The telecommunications industry went to extraordinary 

steps to ‘war game,’ against Dr. Lai’s findings (the words actually used by industry can be found 

the online search phrase: ‘Dr. Henry Lai Seattle Magazine’.  

 Lai and Singh (1995, 1996, 1997) showed that microwaves caused single and double-

stranded DNA breakage in living mice brains using the advanced assay method for DNA strand 

breakage which was developed by Dr N.P. Singh at the University of Washington.  Those 

published and un-rebutted findings of DNA strand breakage are from two decades ago.  This is 

industry suppressed science, as proven through a search for “Dr. Henry Lai Seattle Magazine”. 

 As any person of scientific medical background will confirm, when the body’s ability to 

repair DNA strand breakage is exceeded, mutagenic changes occur, consistent with the  
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2018 NIH/NTP findings of forced production of glioma cancer cells from cellular exposure.   

     There are some laws that even professional administrators cannot repeal, including the laws 

of physics.  Even government officials cannot repeal the proven reality that cellular radiation 

causes DNA strand breakage in both the single and double-strand contexts. We are all composed 

of DNA. The data indicate that DNA breakage is resulting from mechanical vibration of the 

DNA molecule as DNA molecules dissipate the energy which is undeniably pumped into them 

via radio-frequency EMF.  The 1983 interferometer findings of Swicord and Francis at the 

University of Maryland demonstrated that when DNA salts were added to plain water in order to 

create the target solution of 7.43 percent DNA in the resulting solution, there was a twenty-four 

fold greater absorption of microwave energy, and that the mechanism was not ionic, meaning 

non-chemical but what physicists call ‘acoustic’ - transmitted and received vibration.  

       The interferometer work of Swicord and Francis at Maryland, 1983, that DNA change 

occurs via non-ionic and non-thermal acoustic means, and the work of Dr. Lai, showing that such 

cellular signal causes DNA breakage, then it can be understood that the occurrence of DNA 

breakage, is by vibrational energy.  That's how people are getting hurt.  

            In addition, the calcium ion findings from the elegant work of Dr. Martin Pall at 

Washington State University, and the groundbreaking work of Dr. Andrew Galsworthy of 

Imperial College London, whose work regarding the stripping action of cellular microwave on 

intra-cellular calcium as set forth in Dr. Galsworthy's March 2012 paper The Biological Effects 

of Weak Electromagnetic Fields - Problems and Solutions which findings corroborate the non-

thermal and non-ionic path and means of DNA harm from broadcast ionizing radiation.  

As to vibrational fracture of the DNA molecule, see also Electrosmog and autoimmunde disease, 

by scientists Trevor G. Marshall and Trudy J. Rumann Heil.  

             On May 27, 2016 the National Toxicology Program (hereafter NTP) of the U. S. 

National Institutes of Health (hereafter NIH) issued its first report on results of the NTP’s $25 

million study of whether cellular non-ionizing radiation causes cancer.  The NTP determined that 

cellular radiation causes an increased risk of cancer, including the thereby-forced creation of 

glioma cells, the root cells of glioblastoma, the deadly brain cancer.  The study also showed that 

the radiation caused the formation of the cells which cause acoustic neuroma in humans.   
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 Next followed nearly two years of intense further peer review until March 28th of 2018, 

when, at the end of a three-day peer consortium at Research Triangle NC the NTP panel added 

the clarifying language that their $25 million study, after two years in peer review showed ‘clear 

evidence’ that cellular radiation causes cancer.  But that wasn’t the NTP’s final word on whether 

cellular microwave causes cancer.   

 The National Institutes of Health study also determined through the NTP’s $25 Million 

study that the FCC’s current yardstick Thermal Standard is incorrect.  Unfounded reliance upon 

that standard by the County denies our residents of a scientifically regular meaningful discussion. 

 The final report on the NTP’s $25 million study was issued on November 2, 2018.  This 

final report confirmed the finding that microwave radiation from cellular sources is carcinogenic, 

and that the mechanism of harm is non-thermal.   

 The industry-influenced ‘regulatory,’ standards used by the FCC, long shown a captured 

agency (with the CTIA’s chief executive serving as the 31st Chairman of the FCC), assume that 

the sole mechanism of tissue damage is thermal.  That thermal proposition is now disproved.   

Scientific findings are widely available at the site of epidemiologist Dr. Devra L Davis  

atwww.ehtrust.org . Some of these points were already disclosed through Notice to the Board in 

Petitioner’s December 27, 2021 letter, and in her letters to our Supervisors of July 16th and 

August 12, 2021, which included major quotes from the Flora and Fauna study by Lai and other 

scientists.  These letters will be supplied by Declarations from the corresponding submitters.  

 Each sitting Supervisor and the Board as a whole has been clearly shown, originally in 

Petitioner’s letters of July 16 and August 12, and December 27th, and with Ms. Levine’s letter of 

January 18, 2022, that Los Angeles County has had Notice that that continuation of dense 

distribution of these 5G antennas and systems presents serious hazards to the environment and 

also human beings who live in that environment.  Despite that, County correspondence, as shown 

in the County email stating a policy against environmental review attached in Exhibit D, which 

demonstrates the current intention of the County of Los Angeles, absent intervention from this 

Court, to blithely ‘skip over,’ the environmental obligations which the County owes all of its 

residents, including homeowners such as the Petitioner, to prudently access the environmental 

consequences of sudden dense distribution of this experimental technology.  Further, that the 

http://www.ehtrust.org/
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aggregate effect of deployment is a factor which on its own justifies the environmental review 

which the County has abandoned.   

 For these reasons the Petitioner seeks an Order from this Court compelling that the 

County of Los Angeles impose a sixty-day Moratorium on 5G activation, construction, and 

Permit issuance and beyond 60 days if shown by performance progress as necessary,until basic 

environmental review, as required by the FCC (Exhibit C) has been completed for each such 

related grouping of antennas awaiting Permits for installation.   

 If the current planned timing of deployment of 5G is allowed to occur without actual 

study of the environmental and medical and aviation consequences, the County having been 

given ample Notice, the Board and the County will remain permanently responsible for the 

resulting damage to our living environment and all living fauna within our environment. 

 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION - 5G HAZARDS TO AIRCRAFT OPERATION 

REQUIRE TEMPORARY PROHIBITION OF FURTHER 5G PERMITS OR 

CONSTRUCTION 

 

 Recent public disclosures have shown that the FAA and the telecom companies have 

been aware of impairment of critical altitude sensing equipment by 5G signal for many months, 

although this information only recently arrived in our generally available public accounts, such 

 as the following excerpts illustrate.  Petitioner does not contend that, sans authentication, news 

stories in national publications are per se admissible evidence.  However, this recent disclosure 

of the disruptive effect of 5G on radar altimeters is so new and novel that, while statements from 

the FAA can be provided, these illustrations from major national publications explain the issue to 

about the maximum extent of data that the non-aviation public can readily access.  Recognizing 

that reference to commercial publication is not per se evidence, the following illustrate the issue: 

From Forbes: 

 “The problem: 5G transmitters will adversely affect some radio altimeters, crucial to 

navigation systems of planes and helicopters. If your plane is flying into bad weather, it might 

get diverted to another airport, or your flight may get cancelled.” 
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https://www.forbes.com/sites/dianafurchtgott-roth/2021/12/23/aviation-concerns-about-5g-will-

take-years-to-resolve/?sh=109349da208c 

From NBC news, December 22, 2021: 

 “If we go back to decades-old procedures and technology for flying airplanes, cancel 

thousands of flights per day ... it will be a catastrophic failure of government,” United Airlines 

CEO Scott Kirby told reporters after a Senate hearing on Dec. 15. 

 The CEOs of Boeing and Airbus on Monday wrote to Transportation Secretary Pete 

Buttigieg to support a delay to the 5G rollout and proposed limiting cellular transmissions near 

airports where those radio altimeters would be used.” 

https://www.cnbc.com/2021/12/22/aviation-telecom-groups-agree-to-share-data-to-help-resolve-

5g-safety-concerns.html 

From the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA): 

 “Potential interference with critical navigation equipment caused by powerful new C-

band 5G wireless transmitters (currently cleared by the FCC to activate on December 5) could 

force airlines, along with many flights by helicopters, business jets, and cargo operators, to 

suspend operations in poor weather. Pilots, aircraft manufacturers, and safety advocates have for 

the past five years asked the FCC to consider such adverse impacts on aviation—specifically, 

interference with the only sensor on an aircraft that directly measures distance to the ground 

below—when allocating adjacent bandwidth for fifth-generation wireless devices.” 

https://www.aopa.org/news-and-media/all-news/2021/november/04/planned-5g-rollout-risks-

aviation-safety 

 Many popular news outlets now advise that a temporary solution is in the works, for 

example as one of many popular sources, Yahoo News reports an agreement that 5G rollout 

delays have been ordered by the FAA, apparently in agreement with the corporate behemoths, 

for 50 airports: 

https://finance.yahoo.com/news/t-verizon-agree-delay-5g-031533423.html 

 Most importantly, the fact of this dangerous hazard to civilian commercial aviation, and 

the late-arriving news about it, demonstrate that neither the telecom giants nor the professional 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/dianafurchtgott-roth/2021/12/23/aviation-concerns-about-5g-will-take-years-to-resolve/?sh=109349da208c
https://www.forbes.com/sites/dianafurchtgott-roth/2021/12/23/aviation-concerns-about-5g-will-take-years-to-resolve/?sh=109349da208c
https://www.cnbc.com/quotes/UAL
https://www.cnbc.com/quotes/BA
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/12/22/aviation-telecom-groups-agree-to-share-data-to-help-resolve-5g-safety-concerns.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/12/22/aviation-telecom-groups-agree-to-share-data-to-help-resolve-5g-safety-concerns.html
https://www.aopa.org/news-and-media/all-news/2021/november/04/planned-5g-rollout-risks-aviation-safety
https://www.aopa.org/news-and-media/all-news/2021/november/04/planned-5g-rollout-risks-aviation-safety
https://finance.yahoo.com/news/t-verizon-agree-delay-5g-031533423.html
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administrative apparatus which now rushes to grant their Permits has the omnipotent ability to 

predict the future dangers of 5G deployment.   

 The actions of these senior executives, corporate and business, speak for the strength of 

their self-evaluations.  Up until the adoption of the Application for Land Use was inserted into 

the societal dialogue in total eclipse of the Conditional Use Permit process, it was axiomatically 

comprehended that when private property was going to be materially constructed upon, whether 

or not subject to a public right of way, and especially in that instance, there would be an avenue 

for resident involvement in the process.   

 The people of Los Angeles deserve that prior Due Process mechanisms to be restored.  

We had those rights, Notice, Hearings, and Appeal, until the launch of this new “ministerial” 

approach from our administrative elite, on or about February 28, 2021, when this  new non-

public, non-Noticed stealth ‘ministerial’ approach was approved by administrators of County of 

Los Angeles, after their private conferences with telecom executives, having the effect of total 

eclipse of the Due Process rights to Notice and Hearing which had up until that time been 

present.  Instead, senior administrators have violated residents’ rights to Due Process.  

 Currently, by what is in comparison to California’s traditional and statutorily mandated  

Conditional Use Permit approach, under the current County authoritarian style, not insisted upon 

by the FCC, there is instead no Notice, no Hearing, no Appeal, and thereby also no access to the 

governing Commission, Council or Board having local jurisdiction.   

 This technical hazard to commercial aviation, known apparently by the FAA and telecom 

as a possible issue for years, yet not disclosed to the public or policy makers until months ago at 

nearest, illustrate that the administrators who have encamped with the telecom industry have 

operated, all along up until the last month or so, on incomplete data, where real hazards to life 

were not disclosed.   
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 SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - WITHOUT AN ORDER REQUIRING 

 COUNTY REVIEW OF THE FINANCIAL RISK THAT THE COUNY TAXPAYERS 

 WILL BECOME THE INSURER FOR TELECOM INDUSTRY LIABILITIES 

 

 On February 2, 2022, the Pittsfield, MA Board of Health unanimously voted to issue a 

cease-and-desist order to Verizon to shut down its tower located at 877 South Street. Families 

living in the neighborhood near the tower reported wireless radiation-related health issues soon 

after the tower became operational in 2020 and since then, have been working tirelessly to turn 

the transmissions off: 

https://ehtrust.org/pittsfield-ma-board-of-health-unanimously-votes-to-issue-cease-and-desist-

for-verizon-cell-tower// 

 The cease-and-desist order to Verizon would become effective in seven calendar days if 

Verizon fails to notify the Board that they are willing to come to a discussion and demonstrate 

significant commitment that they will do something “to resolve the issue to the Board’s 

satisfaction.” 

 It is established beyond dispute that the telecommunications industry has been and 

remains unable to obtain insurance coverage for injuries caused by the microwave electronic 

fields that its equipment generates. 

 Litigation is expensive, and losing litigation is extremely expensive.  The Petitioner 

recognizes and accepts that for reasons of Separation of Powers this Court will not instruct the 

Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles to make an ultimate financial prudence 

decision, one way or another.  Further, if County Counsel or other suitably informed counsel, or 

the Board itself informs that this issue of impending taxpayer status as the insurer for the 

telecommunications issue has been fully evaluated by the County, then the Petitioner accepts that 

due to Separation of Powers, the County will have made the determination which it is entitled to 

make on the issue of whether it wants to encumber the County’s taxpayers  in perpetuity with the 

duty to defend against lawsuits filed against major telecommunication manufacturers and 

carriers.    

 

https://ehtrust.org/pittsfield-ma-board-of-health-unanimously-votes-to-issue-cease-and-desist-for-verizon-cell-tower/
https://ehtrust.org/pittsfield-ma-board-of-health-unanimously-votes-to-issue-cease-and-desist-for-verizon-cell-tower/
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  Petitioner has encountered no data indicating that the County’s senior policy makers or 

administrators have examined the County’s potential exposure to pick up telecommunications 

defense costs pertaining to suits alleging EMF injury from County co-managed antenna facilities, 

and as cited below, there are legitimate legal theories supporting that such a fiscal evaluation 

should be accomplished by the County.   

 For this additional reason the Petitioner seeks that Order from this Court compelling that 

the County of Los Angeles institute a sixty-day Moratorium on 5G activation, construction, and 

Permit issuance until prudent basic economic consequences review has been completed. 

 Where the County or its subdivisions or special districts are the owners of the poles 

involved, these governmental entities stand as landlords to the telecom companies and are on that 

separate basis also liable for the damages which telecom cannot insure, under the Doctrine of 

Fixtures. 

 If the County of Los Angeles continues in joint venture with the telecom companies for 

distribution of broad band radiation through these antenna arrays, including 5G, this will result 

in transfer of the industry’s massive uninsurable liability exposure to the County of Los 

Angeles and to the other lessors of poles and structures upon which antennas are built as a 

result of the straight-forward application of well-established jurisprudential traditions statutes 

and case law grounded in Contracts, Landlord-Tenant (Doctrine of Fixtures), Joint Venture, 

Agency, and liability from concurring the results from independent tortfeasors (Summers v. 

Tice , 33 Cal.2d 80). The companies and government entities which own poles and structures for 

the intended mass of antennas are joint venturers with Telecom, in contract with Telecom, and 

the Landlord of Telecom, the County’s joint venture status will transfer Telecom’s vast 

uninsurable liabilities to the taxpayers. The industry can’t get insurance for these exposures, so 

dumping liability onto the taxpayer is sensible from the industry and shareholder protection 

points of view.  The only avenue left to the cellular industry, other than just honestly facing up to 

this mess and helping us solve it, is to shift the legal responsibility to government. Seasoned and 

competent counsel, where injuries occur of a sort consistent with EMF injury to DNA, including 

glioblastoma as indicated by glioma from the NIH study, will file suit against responsible 

corporate entities, broadly, and also sue the County of Los Angeles.  
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 Whatever practical immunity offered to telecom under the 1996 Telecommunications Act 

is conditional upon compliance with FCC standards, which are based on the end user holding the 

smart phone more than a half inch away from the face.  However, as known to all carriers and 

manufactures, and as shown in their advertisements with the implication of safety, currently 

marketed smart phones meet FCC standards when measured as actually used in the field, namely 

up against the face, exceed those guidelines, a source of liability.  If this cooperative County 

engagement with telecom persists, then as County Counsel knows, where 'joint and several 

liability' exists, 1% liability contributor has 100% of financial responsibility from a loss, the 

result of the combination of the factors stated above is that in the instance of suit, including 

'friendly,' all financial burdens from cellular injury are shifted in this instance to the County of 

Los Angeles. 

 Despite this risk, the reality of which would be apparent to any long-term mass tort 

litigator, the County, so far as the available record shows, has not even considered this issue.  

While it is certainly not the role of this Court to make that evaluation, or conclude policy from 

that evaluation, the Petitioner seeks neither of those engagements by this Court in the County’s 

legislative process.  Yet, the County officer’s sworn, and practical duties include basic fiscal 

analysis, which in this instance, so far as all known records show, has not been done. The 

Petitioner here merely asks that this Court issue its Order compelling that 5G construction and 

activation stop for a period of sixty days, during which the County can conduct its examination 

of liability exposure, so far, an un-requited duty.   

 

    PRAYER FOR RELIEF  

  Wherefore, based, the Petitioner requests the following Orders from this Court:  

 

1. That this Court should issue its Declaration as to whether or not the November 8, 2021 

“Approved” Crown Castle Plans constitute a Permit.   

2. That in light of the failure of the County of Los Angles to answer the simple question as 

to whether a Permit has been issued by the County for the planned antenna installation in 

from of Petitioner’s home dwelling, Petitioner seeks that this Court issue its Declaration 



 

 

 27  
PETITION FOR WRIT OF ADMINISTRATIVE MANDATE 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

to determine the outcome of the disputed between the Petitioner and the County as to 

whether a Permit has been issued for construction of the antenna in front of Petitioner’s 

home.  Based on all evidence currently known to the Petitioner, despite her request for a 

clear answer, there has not been any issuance of any Permit for said construction of such 

antenna in front of Petitioner’s home dwelling.  Consequently the Petitioner urges that 

this Court should issue its Declaration that no Permit has been issued for this property.  

3. That this Court should, upon qualification of the Petitioner and upon ruling upon a 

Motion for Certification, grant Class status to the residents of View Park, a nationally 

registered Historic Place, that they are each and all as a class entitled to historic review 

prior to the granting of any Permit or Permits for microwave antenna installation within 

said nationally registered Historic Site, and that the Petitioner should be appointed Class 

Representative.  

4. Because the County has not complied with its Due Process duties to conform to federal, 

state, and county law, the Approval shown on the attached Exhibit B should be Ordered 

rescinded by this Court That this Court should issue its Declaration, Petitioner seeks that 

this Court issue its Order compelling that the County refrain from the issuance of any 

Permits for telecommunications antennas or antenna arrays without first complying with 

the FCC requirements for environmental and historical review as shown in Exhibit C.  

5. The Petitioner urges that this Court issue its Order that the County refrain from the 

issuance of microwave antenna Permits without the permission of the landowner. 

6.  The Petitioner requests that in all instances of building Permit issuance (antennas are not 

in the LA County “Exempt from Permit” listing) this Court issue its Order that the 

County is obligated to provide Notice to the directly impacted landowner and an 

opportunity to be heard, to the same extent as  has been historically allowed under the 

Conditional Use Permit approach which remained in force for many decades until the 

County’s recent decision to exclude the citizenry from knowing of Permit issuance. 

7. Petitioner seeks an Order from this Court requiring that prior to the issuance of any 

Permits for 5G and other telecom antennas the County must conduct basic environmental 

review as required by County ordinance, California environmental law and published 
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