
RE: Suggestions for Amendments to S. 129

DATE: 11 May 2020

FROM: Kirstin Beatty, Director of Last Tree Laws

Issue with S. 129: Industry Influence

Some of the positions for S. 129 could be filled by representatives or dependents of industry. 
Specifically: 

• The scientist position, as written, could be filled by Massachusetts-based Peter 
Valberg, who has been profiled as a "science for sale" industry scientist by the Center 
for Public Integrity – or another industry scientist could fill the slot. 

• The lawyer position, as written, could also be filled by an industry-friendly lawyer – one 
Massachusetts-based environmental lawyer friendly to industry comes to mind. 

• Several positions are already industry or wireless dependent: an industry 
representative, a medical technology researcher (wireless is huge in medical tech), and
an engineer expert in wireless technology. 

• The numerous appointments by the governor could easily be industry-friendly, 
especially as the governor has a track record of choosing extraordinarily industry-
friendly appointees for the Department of Public Utilities and for the distribution of 
Massachusetts broadband funding.

•     There should be greater numbers of community stakeholders rather than executive 
branch directors or commissioners who are directly beholden to the governor or to 
industry. 

Suggested  Amendments for Avoiding Politicization of Commission

This bill could be eliminated or some changes could be made to avoid misuse of this bill. Here
are some suggested amendments: 

• “Legislative and policy decisions shall be decided by vote of all members with voting 
status. No voting member or spouse of voting member of the commission shall have a 
history of or current telecommunication, energy, IT, or utility industry clients or job 
dependency; nor shall any voting member have current telecommunications, energy, 
IT, or utility direct financial investments exceeding the sum of $5,000. No voting 
member or spouse of a voting member of the commission shall receive funding or a job
from telecommunication, energy, IT, or utilities in the two years following the 
commission’s final report. All commission members must file a statement of any 
relevant conflicts of interest as specified above, including in relation to immediate 
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family members, i.e. parents, children, siblings, uncles, aunts, with the Secretary of 
State during the commission period and continuing through each year until two years 
after the commission ends. These statements must be made public by the Secretary of
State.”

• Instead of allowing the governor to appoint members, I suggest changing this so that:

◦ Nominees are put forward by organizations involved in advocacy and at least 
somewhat aware of the problem – organizations that have corporate connections 
must be excluded.

◦ Involvement by community stakeholders increases, to help bring in the community 
involved and to outweigh politically-expedient decisions. Here is an example 
change:

▪ “Nominating community stakeholders, hereafter called nominating stakeholders,
shall each provide up to two nominees, as defined hereafter, from which the 
governor shall select appointees, excepting for legal appointees, from which the 
attorney general shall select appointees. Nominating stakeholders shall include 
the following organizations nominating for the roles here defined: 

• (a) For 3 medical doctors and 3 scientific expert roles, with a minimum of 
one nominee accepted from each contributing organization: (1) 
Ependymoma Research Foundation; (2) Environmental Academy of 
Environmental Medicine; (3) Massachusetts Breast Cancer Coalition; (4) 
Environmental Health Trust; 

• (b) For three roles reflecting individuals who have potentially experienced 
harm to self or family, with a minimum of one nominee from each 
contributing organization: (1) Massachusetts Breast Cancer Coalition; (2) 
Ependymoma Research Foundation; (3) Cell Phone Task Force;

• (c) For two roles to represent financially struggling, disabled, and minority 
communities, from two different organizations: (1) ARISE for Social Justice; 
(2) EMPath; (3) Massachusetts Association for the Chemically Injured;

• (d) For one role to represent telecommunication employees, a nominee from 
the Communication Workers of America; 

• (e) For two roles to represent other workers, one each respectively if 
possible: (1) Jobs with Justice; (2) AFL-CIO;

• (g) For four roles to reflect legal expertise, with a minimum of one nominee 
from each contributing organization: (1) Jewish Alliance for Law and Social 
Action (2) National Resources Defense Council; (3) Center for Constitutional 
Rights.”
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• Allowing chair to be appointed by commission majority agreement and removed by 
same, to insure the position is not abused.

• Adding, if found necessary, an examination of how to assist with just and equitable 
recovery of costs and health for those who have been medically impacted.

• Providing a spot for a representative from the Office of the Attorney General.

OTHER CHANGES TO THE TEXT:

• At the end of the first paragraph, adding: “The commission shall hold protection of 
public health as of primary importance. In reviewing impacts upon technology, the 
commission’s focus shall be how to safely provide for technologies for public safety, 
communication, and business.” 

• Striking i), to look at financial impact of labeling wireless devices on the industry, as the
effect is fairly obvious – the industry would be harmed, and so the commission would 
of course wish to examine how to protect the economy, but not necessarily protect 
industry at public expense or harm. 

• Replacing i) with examination of how to insure, if found necessary, development of 
safer telecommunications, jobs for Massachusetts residents in infrastructure 
development, and just cost recovery of such costs for the state.

• Changing ii) by inserting italicized words: “outlining accurate and scientifically-based 
public awareness and education materials on EMR and RFR radiation for consumers 
and businesses in the Commonwealth;”

• Change iii) (where italicized) to “examining the biological effects of non-thermal EMR 
and RFR radiation at the non-thermal level impacting adults and children through 
industry and non-industry research, with an emphasis on long-term studies, 
comparisons to other species, and relationships to ill health;”

• Eliminate vi) or change vi) to “outlining guidelines to standardize public health EMR 
and RFR radiation research in the Commonwealth, respecting tight budgets and 
insuring industry influence is clearly labeled;”

• In vii) changing “impact” to “efficacy.”

• In viii) change “reviewing” to “identifying” and change “best practices that” to “practices 
that best” 

• Change v) to “examining the regulatory impact of the FCC on exposure limits and 
industry compliance and intersection of state rights;
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