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CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX  
PLANNING COMMISSION  

 
PUBLIC HEARING  MINUTES  

WIRELESS COMMUNICATION ORDINANCE (4G �± TOWER) 
RIGHT OF WAY AND SMALL CELL ORDINANCE (5G) 

 
Tuesday, June 29, 2021 - 7:30pm 

550 Pine Street and Remotely via Zoom 
 

Present: Chairman Gerry Mrosla, Commissioners Tim Casey, Jennifer Henry, Ed Sanderson, 
Kristina Smitten, Anna Hagstrom 

Absent: Commissioner Ron Brenner 
 
Citizens present in person: Mike Zajac, Greg Seitz, Leanna Miller, Bill Miller, Scott Spisak, 
Nancy Cosgriff,  Curt Walter, Julie Ferber, Larry Martin, Nate Timm, Wendy Ward, Lon 
Pardun, Pat Pardun, Valoree Dowell, Joe Schaak, Bob Benishek, Ron Mitchell, Gary Taylor, 
Roger Lyle, Jody Nyenhuis, Kivin Nyenhuis, Missy Bowen, Patte Kraske, Mark Draske, Nancy 
Speir, Jim Shaver, Jeannie Davis, Bob Downes, Kitsi Vadheim, Kathy Stonehouse, Janet Jones, 
Lyne Bjorkman, Susan Knapp, Tom Omdahl, Evan Johnson, Gwen Roden, Gregg Brooksbank, 
Tom Bjorkman, Tod Drescher, Dorothy Deetz, M.E. DeJonge-Benishek, Kurt Heikkila, Beth 
Heikkila, Kelly Pylkas-Bock, Suzanne Pollack, Laurel Smith (Laurie Schmidt?), Jeff Comins, 
Sara Rottunda, Steve Fossing, Patterson, Christine Barbaris, Tim Barbaris, Ginny Averill, Walter 
Bael, Tammy Newcomb, Eric Sanford, Fred J. Remund, Jim Maher, Jeff Stonehouse, Paul 
Creager. 
Citizens present on Zoom: Carly Kehoe, Charlie Anderson, Connie Helke, Gayle Knutson, Julie 
Hagstrom, Robin Brooksbank, Jon Fogelberg, Joan Fogelberg, Charlie Anderson, Mary Burke, 
Curt Moe, Annie (No Last Name Given), Leslie MacKenzie. 
 
Chairman Mrosla called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m. and reviewed the agenda, then opened 
the public hearing for the 4G Ordinance at 7:33 p.m. 
 

Public Hearing: Wireless Communication Ordinance (4G - Towers) 

�&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���6�P�L�W�W�H�Q���U�H�Y�L�H�Z�H�G���W�K�H���S�U�R�F�H�V�V���O�H�D�G�L�Q�J���X�S���W�R���W�K�H���S�U�H�V�H�Q�W���R�U�G�L�Q�D�Q�F�H�V�����0�D�U�L�Q�H�¶�V��
current code has language from 2001, and the zoning ordinance adopted in 2008 was based on 
that language. In 2020 the council asked the planning commission to review and ultimately 
redraft �W�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V���Z�L�U�H�O�H�V�V���U�H�Julations. A committee within the planning commission worked with 
a consultant, Carly Kehoe, to create two draft ordinances, one for 4G and one for 5G.  

�7�K�H���F�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�¶�V���S�U�L�R�U�L�W�L�H�V���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H protecting public health, preserving the natural beauty of 
Marine, and �I�R�O�O�R�Z�L�Q�J���D�O�O���W�K�H���S�D�U�W�V���R�I���W�K�H���F�R�G�H�����:�K�H�U�H���W�K�H�U�H�¶�V���F�R�Q�I�O�L�F�W���E�H�W�Z�H�H�Q���W�K�H���]�R�Q�L�Q�J��
ordinance and the comprehensive plan, the comp plan prevails.  

The planning commission �L�V���D�V�N�L�Q�J���I�R�U���W�K�H���U�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�V�¶���L�Q�S�X�W���R�Q���O�D�Q�G���X�V�H���R�U�G�L�Q�D�Q�F�H�V���W�K�D�W���J�R�Y�H�U�Q��
the entire city as it relates to providing wireless coverage. �7�K�H�U�H�¶�V���Q�R�W���D�Q���D�S�S�O�L�F�D�W�L�R�Q���L�Q���I�U�R�Q�W���R�I��
the commission for a macro tower. 
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Commissioner Sanderson added that 1996 regulations from the Federal Communications 
Commission limit  what Marine can regulate as a community. The city �F�D�Q�¶�W��name specific 
locations where a tower is or is not allowed. Further, the prohibitions in the ordinance are not 
meant to make a site off limits, but to give an added layer of review for the community.  

Public Comment 

Valorie Dowell expressed support of 4G and 5G infrastructure, saying it is essential for the 
future of the town. She pointed out that the restrictions in Section 14 for tower height and 
distances from the park and river seem to eliminate any available place in Marine. She also asked 
for an explanation regarding what might lead to an unused or abandoned tower. 
(See attachments for full letter.) 

Smitten clarified �W�K�D�W���W�K�H���R�U�G�L�Q�D�Q�F�H���G�R�H�V�Q�¶�W��completely prohibit a tower over 35 feet in those 
areas. The code leaves it to council discretion if appearance is taken into consideration.  

Bill Miller  said a cell tower means safety, especially for first responders in emergency situations, 
but the tower would have to be tall enough. Colocation means the city can probably just have one 
tower. Existing internet providers could also potentially use it. 

Chair Mrosla noted that Nason Hill might be an ideal location, and there may be interest from 
property owners there. Mrosla did a quick poll of the audience and determined many people use 
Verizon, but colocation remains ideal. 

�7�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V���Z�L�U�H�O�H�V�V���F�R�Q�V�X�O�W�D�Q�W����Carly Kehoe, said Section 14 was written to give City Council the 
most flexibility and authority for discretionary approval. That way the city can guide citing based 
no citizen input, without changing the ordinance. 

Nate Timm of the Washington County �6�K�H�U�L�I�I�¶�V���2�I�I�L�F�H��noted th�D�W���D���\�H�D�U���D�J�R���K�H�¶�G submitted a 
report on emergencies in which people would have benefitted from cell service. These included 
drownings in the river and �Q�L�J�K�W�W�L�P�H���F�U�D�V�K�H�V���Z�K�H�Q���S�H�R�S�O�H���K�D�G���W�R���Z�D�O�N���W�R���V�R�P�H�R�Q�H�¶�V���K�R�X�V�H���W�R���X�V�H��
a phone. Timing can mean life or death in these situations. Timm said he was cautious to come 
�I�R�U�Z�D�U�G���D�Q�G���V�D�\���³�7�K�H���6�K�H�U�L�I�I�¶�V���2�I�I�L�F�H���Z�D�Q�W�V���W�K�L�V,�´��but he could present some facts about 
�S�U�R�E�O�H�P�V���W�K�H�\�¶�Y�H���K�D�G���D�Q�G��how additional coverage would help. He had previously submitted 
classified maps showing areas without coverage. He noted that t�K�H���6�K�H�U�L�I�I�¶�V���2�I�I�L�F�H��would 
potentially be interested in partnering or collocating on a tower. 

Nancy Cosgriff voiced wholehearted support for a tower, saying residents have suffered due to 
lack of coverage. Before the hearing, �V�K�H�¶�G���R�Q�O�\���K�H�D�U�G���R�I two potential sites�����E�X�W���Q�R�Z���L�W�¶�V���F�O�H�D�U��
other possibilities might be better in terms of potential coverage, and maybe less visible from the 
river. The next step would be to commission a site survey to determine the best spots. Cosgriff 
acknowledged the difficulty of balancing protecting the river with serving the needs of the 
people for cell coverage. 

Robin Brooksbank said she was supportive of a reasonable ordinance that would allow 
coverage. Brooksbank was on council when the earlier regulations were adopted. She thinks the 
spirit of Jack Warren is alive and well in this ordinance. She was happy to see regulations on the 
removal of the tower, because technology and infrastructure needs are certain to change over 
time. 
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Larry Martin  said he lives in the Stugas near a potential tower location, the compost site. Mr. 
Martin talked to a friend who manages a macro tower in Shoreview. This friend said a cell tower 
would not be a �G�D�Q�J�H�U���W�R���Q�H�D�U�E�\���U�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�V�����%�X�W���D�F�F�R�U�G�L�Q�J���W�R���0�D�U�W�L�Q�¶�V���R�Z�Q���U�H�V�H�D�U�F�K�����P�D�Q�\��
scientists disagree, and believe electromagnetic frequencies (EMFs) pose dangers to people 
living nearby. Mr. Martin also understands that FCC regulations prevent the city from 
prohibiting location based on EMFs. However, Martin has a petition signed by 17 people in the 
Stuga community saying they would prefer not to have a tower at the compost site. Only three 
refused to sign, he said. (See attachments for full petition.) 

Kelly Pylkas-Bock spoke to the experience of Marine residents parenting school-age children 
and working in education during the Covid-19 pandemic. Her kids are being asked to complete 
work online. They did not have adequate connectivity to fully participate when school was from 
home. To adequately connect their family they are paying upwards of $650 a month. She hopes 
that under serviced areas will not be forgotten and said connectivity has become a human right. 

Sara Rottunda, business owner, resident, and member of the Communications Infrastructure 
Citizen Committee. Ms. Rottunda reported that in 2019 a 138-foot macro tower was put in 
Sequoia National Park. It was thoroughly debated with points similar to those Marine is seeing. 
Ultimately that community chose to allow it for search and rescue, being able to check weather 
�F�R�Q�G�L�W�L�R�Q�V�����D�Q�G���F�R�P�P�X�Q�L�F�D�W�H���R�Q�H�¶�V���V�W�D�W�X�V���Z�L�W�K���I�U�L�H�Q�G�V���D�Q�G���I�D�P�L�O�\�����7�K�H���R�U�G�L�Q�D�Q�F�H���U�H�S�U�H�V�H�Q�W�V��
�0�D�U�L�Q�H�¶�V���I�L�U�V�W���V�W�H�S�����:�L�W�K���W�K�H���H�[�F�H�S�W�L�R�Q���R�I���6�H�F�W�L�R�Q�����������H���D�Q�G���I�����L�W���L�V���U�H�D�G�\���W�R���J�R���E�H�I�R�U�H���W�K�H���F�R�X�Q�F�L�O����
She added that she believes a tower should be located on city land, and dislikes the idea of a 
private property owner having control of a utility.  

Bill Buell  from Grant, MN, but �D���I�U�H�T�X�H�Q�W���Y�L�V�L�W�R�U���W�R���0�D�U�L�Q�H���V�W�D�\�L�Q�J���D�W���K�L�V���I�D�P�L�O�\�¶�V���F�D�E�L�Q�����+�H���D�O�V�R��
has helped install about 1,500 cell towers across the U.S. �6�S�H�D�N�L�Q�J���I�U�R�P���W�K�D�W���H�[�S�H�U�L�H�Q�F�H�����K�H�¶�V��
seen many cases in which a site is established that everyone agrees is good, but they would run 
into a setback regulation. One of those is a setback the height of the tower. Half the height of the 
tower would do, because towers do�Q�¶t tip over. They fold.  

Carly Kehoe said a structural support letter indicating that the fall zone would be less could 
suffice. 

Buell suggested skipping that step and making the setback half the height of the tower. For good 
collocation, the city will need a tower of at least 100 feet. He sees no reason for the setback of 1 
mile, or even 1/4 mile from a park boundary. Sometimes putting a tower right next to the park 
and the trees is the perfect place, because no one will see it. He noted the language making 
exceptions for a stealth design, and said the ordinance really covers all the bases. The only thing 
he takes exception to are the setbacks. He added that there are not health consequences 
associated with living near a tower. The greater danger is holding your phone right up to your 
head.  

Dana (formerly Paul) Anderson said in the digital age, ubiquitous universal coverage is 
essential to fully participate in economic and cultural life. In the draft ordinance, there are issues 
with Section 14, specifically �µe�¶ and �µf,�¶ that will make it difficult for the city to move forward 
without a difficult battle ahead. The state park and national scenic river way already have 
established setback regulations, making the prohibitions unnecessary 
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Andy Lapos asked how many people in the room have a cell phone. A vast majority. How many 
get service in their house without wi-fi or an extender? A vast minority. Lapos said we need to 
address the problem, and creating prohibitions is doing the opposite.  

 

Jeff Stonehouse (May Township) said �K�H�¶�V not against improving cell service but would like to 
see it done �L�Q���D���Z�D�\���W�K�D�W�¶�V���F�R�Q�G�X�F�L�Y�H���W�R���Z�K�D�W�¶�V���V�S�H�F�L�D�O���D�E�R�X�W���W�K�L�V���D�U�H�D�����0�R�V�W���P�D�W�X�U�H���W�U�H�H���O�L�Q�H�V���D�U�H��
about 80 feet high. Hopefully Marine can find a place where a tower could be stealth. He made a 
video to show people what a 180 foot tower would look like �L�Q���0�D�U�L�Q�H�¶�V���O�D�Q�G�V�F�D�S�H�������3�O�D�\�H�G��
video.) 

Mayor Kevin Nyenhuis talked about the Jackson family, on whose land the Jackson Meadow 
development was built. The process of development is difficult. The need is real and the solution 
is out there for the community to find. The Planning Commission has brought forward a 
thoughtful ordinance. Now the community needs to be equally thoughtful to reach a conclusion 
that serves Marine and reflects Marine as a community.  

Kurt Heik ki la said i�W�¶�V���K�D�U�G���I�R�U���D�Q�\�E�R�G�\���W�R���W�D�N�H���F�K�D�Q�J�H�����7�K�H�U�H���L�V���D���F�R�P�S�U�R�P�L�V�H���W�K�D�W���K�D�V���W�R���E�H��
made. We know the �V�F�L�H�Q�F�H���R�Q���W�K�H�V�H���W�K�L�Q�J�V�����<�R�X���G�R�Q�¶�W���Q�H�H�G���W�K�H���U�H�V�W�U�L�F�W�L�R�Q�V���L�I���\�R�X���O�H�W���W�K�H��
research lead. Someone is going to be unhappy. If you allow the right kinds of companies to 
come in and do the right science, the rest will work itself out.  

Chris Patterson said the city must consider the importance of the future without forgetting the 
past. �+�H���G�R�H�V�Q�¶�W want to overlook the negative impacts if the city �G�R�H�V�Q�¶�W get this taken care of. It 
could impact safety, but also property values, and whether people are willing to move here.  

Assistant Clerk Suzanne Dammann read a letter submitted by Deb Ryun on behalf of the Wild 
Rivers Conservancy (formerly the St. Croix River Association). 

Commissioner Smitten moved and Henry seconded to close the public hearing on the Wireless 
Communication Ordinance at 8:54 pm. The motion passed unanimously. 

Mrosla called for a break at 8:56 pm to allow people to leave. He opened the public hearing on 
the next ordinance at 9:03 p.m. 

Public Hearing: Right of Way and Small Cell Ordinance (5G) 

Commissioner Sanderson reviewed the ordinance, explaining that 5G are the smaller cells that sit 
on top of light poles. 5G is unlikely to come to Marine for some time, and as part of this process 
the commission will write design guidelines. However, Marine �F�D�Q�¶�W��regulate to the extent that 
5G would be effectively prohibited, such as making the entire town a historic district. Sanderson 
noted that with the passage of these ordinances we are hoping to move the proposal process 
forward, with the goal of tower construction next spring.  

Consultant Kehoe added that 5G increases capacity and coverage. The cells are smaller and look 
more like light poles. Like 4G, 5G is federally regulated. Cities must allow it in public rights of 
way. Those regulations have been challenged in court, and at this point are unlikely to change. 
Cities have limited control over regulations, but have some leverage over where cells can be and 
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what they can look like. This ordinance was written to give Marine the maximum authority to 
regulate 5G when it arrives.  

Public Comment 

Bill Buell agreed that there is not demand for 5G in Marine right now, but that it was a good idea 
to look at it. He said one thing that comes up in rural areas is, who is responsible for the �³make 
ready�"� ́�7�K�L�V���R�U�G�L�Q�D�Q�F�H���G�R�H�V�Q�¶�W���G�H�I�L�Q�H���W�K�D�W�����&�D�E�O�H���F�R�P�S�D�Q�L�Hs, cities, power companies, etc. 
might all have different definitions of �³�P�D�N�H���U�H�D�G�\���´ 

Valorie Dowell pointed out that in Section 1.11, Subd. 3 (e) �µT�R�Z�Q�¶���L�V���Q�R�W���G�H�I�L�Q�H�G. That might 
be problematic 

Larry Martin  asked how far apart cells are, typically. Kehoe answered, 250 - 1250 feet apart, 
and that might extend as technology improves. She tries to regulate for a distance of 300 feet. 
That way they work as a node system, with each other.  

Commissioner Sanderson moved and Smitten seconded to close the public hearing on the Right 
of Way and Small Cell Ordinance at 9:14 pm. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

New and Old Business 
None 

Approval of minutes 
May 25 Meeting 
Sanderson moved and Casey seconded approval of the minutes of the May 25 meeting. Hagstrom 
abstained because she was absent from the meeting. All others in favor. Minutes approved as 
drafted. 

Adjournment 
Smitten moved and Sanderson seconded to adjourn at 9:16 pm. Motion passed unanimously. 
 

Minutes taken by Suzanne Dammann, Assistant City Clerk. 



From: Paul Anderson <pjander@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, June 27, 2021 11:40 AM 
To: Lynette Peterson <mosc@cityofmarine.org> 
Subject: Feedback on cell tower ordinance & critical need for cell coverage 
 
Greetings: 
 
I am an active member of the communications citizen committee. It has been a great honor to serve the 
city and community in this capacity.  
 
I would also like to commend the members of the planning commission who have spent many hours of 
their own time grappling with the topic of cellular connectivity within our community. 
 
And last, but not least, the council, mayor, and city staff that work tirelessly to make our community to 
be the best that it can be. 
 
I am writing today as a private citizen, and a long time resident of Marine. My family moved here way 
back in 1975, and so they remained for all this time. While I moved away for a time, I always wanted to 
live in Marine, and eventually that dream came true and I bought the family home I grew up in, and 
have enjoyed more than a decade being back in town. 
 
I think my position on the need for reliable ubiquitous cellular and data coverage in our town has been 
made many times. As much as we would love to hang on to the nostalgic days when we could all be 
unplugged without consequence, those days have passed. Cellular and digital connectivity has become a 
necessity, not a luxury. Just as roads, electricity, clean water, sanitation, and other basic needs. This is 
also a matter of public safety, as has been reiterated many times.  
 
When there is a power loss in Marine, we lose ALL connectivity where we live. Landlines do not work, 
nor does broadband, since the wired infrastructure does not persist through power outages. If there 
were an emergency at this time, I would need to get into my car, and drive to the top of Nason Hill just 
to be able to dial 911. Sure... perhaps once and a while I MIGHT get a signal, but I certainly would not 
want my life to depend on it (let alone anyone else).  
 
If out on a hike, or on the river, or just around town and something happens, there is no way to reliably 
contact someone for help. There have been numerous cases of incidents on the St. Croix where a lack of 
cell coverage meant a loss of time, which could have made all the difference in these situations. 
 
I am a digital worker. My livelihood depends on my ability to be connected with a high speed, low 
latency digital network, and also have reliable voice capability. I am essentially a prisoner in my own 
home as a result. I cannot arrive from out of town without having a gap in my coverage, nor can I leave. I 
cannot even be beyond the confines of my wifi coverage in my yard at any given time. I know there are 
many other digital workers in this same situation. While perhaps seen as a "luxury" for some, it is 
essential for our livelihood for some of us. 
 
I think the case of why we need reliable/ubiquitous cellular connectivity is clear. Now, let us visit the 
process we have been in... 
 

mailto:pjander@gmail.com
mailto:mosc@cityofmarine.org


As many are aware, over the years there has been an active stance by some to do whatever is possible 
to prevent the necessary communications infrastructure to be deployed. This was done in both active 
and passive forms via regulatory barriers and other obstacles to make it difficult, if not impossible, to 
deploy infrastructure. This stance was not unusual for the time, as many local cities/municipalities 
adopted a "not in my backyard" attitude, and would do whatever they could to prevent necessary 
infrastructure from being deployed. In fact, it was so common, and such an issue, that an overhaul of 
federal regulations was required to address it: 
 
https://www.fcc.gov/general/telecommunications-act-1996 
 
To address the issue of local authorities actively working to prevent deployment of critical 
communications infrastructure, that while the act preserves local government zoning authority as it 
relates to cell tower siting, it provides three key protections for organizations seeking to erect a tower: 
�>�}�����o���}�Œ���]�v���v�����•���u���Ç���v�}�š���^�µ�v�Œ�����•�}�v�����o�Ç�_�����]�•���Œ�]�u�]�v���š�������u�}�v�P���‰�Œ�}�À�]�����Œ�•���}�(���(�µ�v���š�]�}�v���o�o�Ç�����‹�µ�]�À���o���v�š��
services. 
 
I obviously am not an attorney and cannot speak directly to what "reasonable" or "unreasonable" might 
be in our case, but it seems to me an ordinance that has setback requirements that would not allow a 
cell tower to be erected anywhere in our town, let alone in a place that is technical feasible, does not 
seem to fit the definition of "reasonable". 
 
Throughout the public process, feedback has been provided as to the ordinance, and the language 
therein, both in public forums (ie the workshop) as well as communications to the city, but that 
feedback seems to be falling on deaf ears for a reason I do not understand. It is still unclear to me why 
such draconian/impractical language is required, and why the planning commission would feel it 
necessary to stray so far outside of the standard ordinance outlined by the MN league of cities and other 
reference sources. 
 
The result of the addition of unreasonable restrictions is an ordinance that is essentially "dead on 
arrival" that forces a variance regardless of proposed location. This is not reasonable, and forces the 
council to be in the unenviable position of having to deal with overriding what SHOULD be reasonable 
guidance on this topic, creating an unwieldy political and time consuming process. 
 
What is most frustrating is that the vast majority of the citizens are supportive of doing what it takes to 
get the badly needed communications infrastructure deployed in our town, and want it to happen as 
soon as practical. There are two identified locations on city property that are technically viable, would 
have a minimal impact on the environment and residents, and meets viewshed requirements. 
 
Why are we still arguing about this? I understand the "not in my backyard" challenge, as well as the 
scenic nature of our town, but we are not so special that we need to continue to live with connectivity 
worse than most third world countries. 
 
We need to get this done, and we need to work together, step up, and make this happen as a 
community, and not let the voices of a vocal few preempt the needs of the many in our community. 
 
Please remove the non-standard and unnecessary restrictive setback requirements found in sections 
14e and 14f of the proposed ordinance so we can continue to make forward progress on this very 
important issue. 

https://www.fcc.gov/general/telecommunications-act-1996


 
Respectfully, 
 
Paul "Dana" Anderson 
201 Oak Steet 
Marine, MN 



 
Paul Weirtz 
State President 

AT&T  
901 Marquette Avenue 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

T 952.229.9295 
Pw3834@att.com  
Minnesota.att.com  
 
 

 
June 9, 2020  
 
 
Mayor Glen Mills 
Council members  
City of Marine on St. Croix  
121 Judd Street 
Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047  
 
Dear Mayor Mills and Council members,   
 
I am writing today in strong support of a proposed cellphone tower in the City of Marine on St. Croix.   
 
The proposed site, to be located at 17790 St. Croix Trail North, is a FirstNet site.  This new site will help 
first responders communicate across the City of Marine on St. Croix, City of Scandia and Washington 
County, including during emergencies like search and rescue, emergency medical and ambulance 
services.   
 
This site was among the cell sites identified by the State of Minnesota as a crucial location to expand 
wireless coverage in areas of the state with either poor or no existing wireless coverage.  The FirstNet 
build is being done with direct feedback from Minnesota state public safety officials.  Through extensive 
research and evaluation, AT&T determined this site to be the best option for providing public safety 
interoperable communication via FirstNet in order to serve the public.   
 
�&�]�Œ�•�š�E���š���]�•���š�Z�����v���š�]�}�v�Á�]���������}�u�u�µ�v�]�����š�]�}�v�•���‰�o���š�(�}�Œ�u���������]�����š�������š�}�����u���Œ�]�����[�•���(�]�Œ�•�š���Œ���•�‰�}�v�����Œ�•�����v�����‰�µ���o�]����
safety community.  It gives agencies large and small the reliable, unthrottled connectivity and modern 
communications tools they need.  And it is helping them connect to the critical information they need �t 
every day and in every emergency.  If there is an emergency, FirstNet provides the interoperable 
communications network that gives priority and preemption to first responders. And in areas like 
Marine on St. Croix with limited to no wireless coverage, it provides first responders with access to truly 
dedicated coverage and capacity when they need it.  
 
Please support this proposed tower. Thank you for your consideration.   
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Paul Weirtz 
State President 
AT&T Minnesota  

mailto:Pw3834@att.com


From: Valoree Dowell <dowellv@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Saturday, June 26, 2021 6:22 PM 
To: Lynette Peterson <mosc@cityofmarine.org> 
Subject: Public hearing regarding telecommunications infrastructure  
 
I am a resident of Marine on Saint Croix, and I am in wholehearted support of permitting the installation 
and operation of infrastructure that provides 4G and 5G wireless communications. 
 
�t�Z�Ç���]�•���•�]�u�‰�o���W���^���•���š�Z���������u���v�����(�}�Œ�����}�v�v�����š�]�À�]�š�Ç���]�v���Œ�����•���•�����v�����š�Z�����^�]�v�š���Œ�v���š���}�(���š�Z�]�v�P�•�_���‰�Œ�}�o�]�(���Œ���š���•���Á�]�š�Z��
the connection of millions of new smart devices to the internet, cities are facing the reality that to meet 
the increasing demands of residents and businesses, more wireless facilities and infrastructure needs to 
�����������‰�o�}�Ç�����X�_���d�Z�}�µ�P�Z�����}�‰�]�������(�Œ�}�u���������}���µ�u���v�š���‰�Œ���‰���Œ���������Ç���š�Z�����>�����P�µ�����}�(���K�Œ���P�}�v�����]�š�]���•���~���]�š�����������o�}�Á�•�U��
this statement applies to Marine as well.  
 
�/�[�u���P�o�������š�Z���š���š�Z�������}�u�u�]�•�•�]�}�v�����v�������}�µ�v���]�o�����Œ�������o�•�}��taking into account the need for appropriate 
protections to preserve the existing characteristics of our town with the proposed ordinances.  
 
I have read both. Following are my comments. 
 
Section 1: Intent and Purpose leads with a damning assumption, which sets a negative tone for the 
���v�š�]�Œ�������}���µ�u���v�š�X���^���}�u�‰�Œ�}�u�]�•�]�v�P���š�Z���•�������•�•���š�•���Œ�]�•�l�•���µ�v�����Œ�u�]�v�]�v�P���š�Z�����À���Œ�Ç�����Z���Œ�����š���Œ�]�•�š�]���•���Œ���•�‰�}�v�•�]���o�����(�}�Œ��
�}�µ�Œ�������}�v�}�u�]�����À�]�š���o�]�š�Ç�����v�����(�µ�š�µ�Œ�����‰�}�š���v�š�]���o�X�_�������Ç�}�v�����š�Z�������o���š���v�š�o�Ç�����]���•�������Á�}�Œ�������Z�}�]�����•���^���}�u�‰�Œ�}�u�]�•�]�v�P�U�_��
�^�Œ�]�•�l�•�_�����v�����^�µ�v�����Œ�u�]�v�]�v�P�U�_���]�š���P�]�À���•���]�v�}�Œ���]�v���š�����Á���]�P�Z�š���š�}���v���š�µ�Œ���U���Z�]�•�š�}�Œ�Ç�U���š�Z�����Œ�]�À���Œ�����v�����š�Z�����•�š���š�����‰���Œ�l���(�}�Œ��
the economy, vitality and future of the town. Valuable, appreciated and beloved, absolutely. But the 
history of Marine and�v most critical�v its future, depend entirely on its people. It is difficult to imagine 
the challenge for folks who want to operate a school, run a business with markets beyond Judd Street, 
need to work, learn, or receive health care remotely, connect neighbors in community meetings such as 
this one�v let alone provide reliable safety and emergency response services when needed, without up-
to-date technology. Indeed, it would be an asset that should be added to those enumerated in the draft. 
I strongly recommend that sentence quoted above be deleted. (Aside: Marine is not home to William 
�K�[���Œ�]���v���^�š���š�����W���Œ�l�U�����š�������•�š���]�š���]�•�������i�������v�š�X�• 
 
Section 7: Co-location Requirements. This section applies to single providers as well as co-location. It 
would more clearly reflect that the stipulations apply to both types of installations if the word co-
location were deleted from the section title.  
 
Paragraph E referencing unused or abandoned towers gives no explanation how that eventuality might 
come about. Is there precedent for such a situation by a provider(s)? How frequently does it occur and 
for what reason(s)? Further, Section 9 is concerned with that situation. It should either be referenced in 
Section 7 para E, or moved to Section 9, with an explanation of what may lead to an abandoned or 
unused tower. 
 
Section 14 Prohib�]�š�]�}�v�•���]�•���š�Z�����u�}�•�š�����o���Œ�u�]�v�P���]�v���u�Ç�����•�š�]�u���š�]�}�v�X���W���Œ���P�Œ���‰�Z�•���Z���[�����v�����Z�(�[���Á�}�µ�o�������‰�‰�����Œ���š�}��������
designed to make it impossible to erect a viable cell tower in Marine. One half mile west of Hwy 95 puts 
�}�v�����]�v�•�]�������t�]�o�o�]���u���K�[���Œ�]���v���•�š���š�����‰���Œ�l�U���}�Œ���Á���o�o���Á�]�š�Z�]�v���š�Z�����í�l�ð���u�]�o�������}�µ�v�����Œ�Ç���o�]�u�]�š�������o�o�������}�µ�š���]�v���Z���X�[���K�v����
quarter mile from the Saint Croix eliminates everything east of 95. There is also no explanation of the 
height allowance of 35 feet. if i remember correctly from the initial presentation to the city council (two 

mailto:dowellv@yahoo.com
mailto:mosc@cityofmarine.org


years ago?) the height that provided the widest satisfactory coverage was 180 feet. That also allowed 
co-location for four providers, and would have generated $400,000 in rental revenue to the city. 
 
The 5G ordinance seems more neutral in approach, although it is worth noting that one cannot have 5G 
�Á�]�š�Z�}�µ�š�������^�u�����Œ�}�����o�o�_���}�Œ���š�}�Á���Œ�X���K�v�����v�]�š���]�•���š�Z�����•���v�š���v�������]�v���^�µ�����X���ï���~���•���^���o�o���(�����]�o�]�š�]���•���•�Z���o�o�������������•�]�P�v�������š�}��
minimize the visual impact and, in the sole discretion of the Town, appear to be compatible with the 
surr�}�µ�v���]�v�P�•�X�_���^�d�}�Á�v�_���]�•���v�}�Á�Z���Œ���������(�]�v���������v�������u���]�P�µ�]�š�Ç���}�v���•�µ���Z���������Œ�]�š�]�����o���‰�}�]�v�š���]�•���‰�Œ�}���o���u���š�]���X�� 
 
One final comment. I know from talking to neighbors that opposition seems to center around two 
points: visual distraction and potential health issues. I do not discount the sincerity of either point. For 
visuals, I would suggest we consider the combustion engine, asphalt, electricity, boat docks on the river 
and other advancements that either heighten or impinge on our quality of life. As for potential health 
issues, I consider carrying a cell phone in my pocket or holding it to my ear as potentially more 
dangerous than radio frequencies emitted some thousands of feet away. I offer this quotation from an 
FAQ on cell wireless installations as a more serious consideration for Marine: 
 
Q. How Can Cities Address Health Concerns in Relation to the Regulation of Small Wireless Facilities? 
A. While cities and councils may hear public testimony on health concerns related to RF exposure, the 
cities cannot base decisions concerning small wireless facilities on those concerns. The federal 1996 
Telecommunications Act expressly preempts state and local government regulation of the placement, 
construction, and modification of personal wireless service facilities on the basis of the environmental 
effects of RF emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with the FCC's regulations concerning 
such emissions. 47 U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(iv). Although cities may require applicants of the small wireless 
facilities to affirm compliance with the FCC RF exposure requirements, the the FCC remains the exclusive 
agency for resolving non-compliance.  
�v League of Oregon Cities, FAQ on Small Wireless Facilities, AUGUST 2020, orgcities.org 
 
Thank you for your attention to these important matters. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Valoree Dowell 
17690 Saint Croix Trail N 
Marine on Saint Croix, MN 55047 
dowellv@yahoo.com 
801-403-3128 
 
PS I noticed walking today that a home for sale on 95, with a clear view of the compost site is marked 
�^�•�}�o���X�_���d�Z�����o�]�•�š�]�v�P���v�}�š�������š�Z���š�����������o�o���š�}�Á���Œ���Á���•�������]�v�P�����}�v�•�]�����Œ�������(�}�Œ���š�Z�������Œ�����X���/�š���•�}�o�������v�Ç�Á���Ç�U���]�v���o���•�•���š�Z���v��
a month, I believe. So much for property value concerns.  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Lyle Helke <lylea@frontiernet.net>  
Sent: Sunday, June 27, 2021 7:38 AM 
To: Lynette Peterson <mosc@cityofmarine.org> 
Subject: Wireless Infrastructure  
 
To: Members of the City of Marine on St. Croix Council 
From:  Lyle Helke 
Re: Wireless Infrastructure 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to share my thoughts on the important topic of Wireless Infrastructure.   
 
Over the past decade this topic has become increasingly important to Connie and I in the following 
ways: 
 
(1) Because our residence is located on Nason Hill Road, a road that is hilly and forested, we have 
struggled with wireless connectivity.  Verizon is our current wireless carrier, and we have limited cell 
coverage.  We utilize a signal booster that Verizon has provided us with and this provides us with limited 
cell phone access.  When EXCEL power is down, however, we lose all access to our cell phones and the 
Internet because the booster is dependent on electrical access. 
 
(2) I work from home and am dependent on VPN access to my work Shared drive.  Our current Internet 
provider is Frontier.  With minimal speed capabilities my download and upload capacity is limited.  
Having access to high speed internet would make a world of difference to me each work day. 
 
(3) We also have a hard line phone contract as a backup to our cell phones for times when our cell 
service is down.  This service now is electricity-dependent also.  This is a critical safety issue for the 
Council to consider.  When the electricity is off, I have NO PHONE ACCESS...I have to drive up the hill and 
once I near Square Lake I am able to pick up a dependable signal and make a phone call.  Translated, 
that means if during an outage I have an emergency, such as a medical need or safety concern, I would 
need to drive to a location that would enable me to report my concerns.  My hard line formerly enabled 
me to call out (using an old school dial phone that isn't connected to XCEL) however, in the past two 
years, my Frontier phone connection now goes down when the electricity is off.  I have reported this to 
Frontier and have been informed that the backup batteries that formerly kept the signal live are no 
longer functioning.  IN SUMMARY: CONNIE AND I HAVE NO PHONE ACCESS WHEN ELECTRICITY IS 
DOWN, AND THUS ARE AT SIGNIFICANT RISK IF WE ARE HOME ALONE AT THE TIME AND NEED 
IMMEDIATE MEDICAL AND/OR LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE. 
 
I am urging the Council to weigh this issue very carefully. Although aesthetics certainly are important to 
our village and its residents, the safety and security of the residents of Marine should be considered 
first.   
 
Thank you very much for this opportunity to share my thoughts. 
 
Lyle Helke 
400 Nason Hill Road 
Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047 
651-433-2477 

mailto:lylea@frontiernet.net
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From: Andy Lapos <ablapos@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Sunday, June 27, 2021 9:37 PM 
To: Lynette Peterson <mosc@cityofmarine.org> 
Subject: Communications Tower Ordinance 
 
Dear All,  
 
I would like to have the following shared in advance of the public hearing on Tuesday 
06/29.    The attached, is my personal interpretation of the current 4G ordinance as an 
overlay of the City of Marine boundaries. 
 
Under the current draft, the restrictions in 14.e without a variance, will prevent the lower 
village of Marine and the Highway 95 corridor from obtaining cellular service now, or in 
the future. 
 
I strongly recommend 14.e be removed from the ordinance and allow Marine to have 
the service they desperately need. 
 
Thank you. 
Andy Lapos 
 

mailto:ablapos@yahoo.com
mailto:mosc@cityofmarine.org


Remove restrictions of 
14.e
�‡Andy Lapos

�‡Marine on Saint Croix, MN
�‡Resident since 2006 



Current without 14.e 
restrictions
14.e Ordinance
�‡No tower over 35 feet shall be erected 

in an area one-half (1/2) mile west of 
the centerline of State Highway 95 to 
one (1) mile east of the centerline of 
State Highway 95 or one-quarter (1/4) 
mile from any boundary of a State Park 
or DNR or NPS designated or protected 
area, unless it can be demonstrated 
through visual impact demonstration 
that the tower will be stealth designed 
and visually inconspicuous as viewed 
from the road or area boundary on a 
year-round basis.



14.e �t Restricting Park Boundaries

�^�E�}���š�}�Á���Œ���}�À���Œ���ï�ñ���(�����š���•�Z���o�o��������
���Œ�����š�������]�v�����v�����Œ�����Y�}�v��-quarter (1/4) 
mile from any boundary of a State 
Park or DNR or NPS designated or 
�‰�Œ�}�š�����š���������Œ�����_



14.e �t Restricting State Highway

�^�~�E�}���š�}�Á���Œ���}�À���Œ���ï�ñ���(�����š���•�Z���o�o��������
erected) in an area one-half (1/2) mile 
west of the centerline of State 
Highway 95 to one (1) mile east of the 
�����v�š���Œ�o�]�v�����}�(���^�š���š�����,�]�P�Z�Á���Ç���õ�ñ�_



14.c �t Restricting Setbacks

� N̂o tower over 35 feet in height shall 
be located within 500 feet of any 
residential dwelling other than the 
dwelling on the parcel on which the 
�š�}�Á���Œ���]�•���š�}���������o�}�����š�����X�_



Considerations

�‡Not Depicted
�‡ Limited location available does not account for terrain/topography which affects propagation (area of coverage)
�‡ Images above do not account for property setbacks
�‡ Images above do not account for right of way

�‡Recommendation
�‡ 14.e is too restrictive, 14.e should be removed and align with standard language.  In current format, any tower proposed 

to serve the area would require a variance defeating the purpose of an ordance.





Dear Mayor, Council Members, Planning Commission Members, Clerk Peterson and Clerk Lindgren, 
  
As suggested by the City looking for feedback, we are sharing some of our thoughts regarding the 
upcoming June 29th meeting regarding the hearing for wireless infrastructure ordinances. 
  
We are for the most part in agreement with the proposed draft Ordinance as is.  If deletions need to be 
done at a later time, the City Council has the power to pull language out.   However, if you pull language 
out now, it will require a public hearing to add information back in.   So we ask, why would you even pull 
information out of the proposed draft Ordinance now?  
  
Our main concern is, does this Ordinance protect the public, health, safety and general welfare for the 
City in regard to the next generation sewer drain field? Is their language in the Ordinance prohibiting the 
FCC from granting a permit to build a cell tower on future Marine sewer drain field land? 
  
The current Marine sewer drain field is becoming near its useful life, current size 550ft by 550ft. Sometime 
in the near future it will need to be decommissioned and a new sewer drain field will need to be built, on 
new dirt.  In addition, the City is adding additional homes resulting in the next generation sewer drain field 
to be potentially larger.  
  
Can our City guarantee that we have space planned out for a next generation sewer drain field?  Is this 
area going to be protected no matter what?  Do we have language in the ordinance stating that protection 
from the FCC? Will the proposed land pass the percolation test/soil boring test?  Will the proposed site 
need to be adjusted and maneuvered to meet 550ft by 550ft.   Can the City with confidence even 
consider adding any additional utility fixtures at the Marine compost site knowing that area should be 
reserved as a sewer drain field? Is the MN Pollution Control Agency in agreement to potentially add a cell 
tower to this property?  Will an environmental study be required?  �:�K�D�W�¶�V���W�K�H���R�S�L�Q�L�R�Q���R�I���:�L�O�O�L�D�P���2�¶�%�U�L�H�Q��
State Park? Consideration for setbacks from private property bordering this property? Is the current drain 
�I�L�H�O�G���W�H�F�K�Q�R�O�R�J�\���D�S�S�O�L�F�D�E�O�H���W�R���W�R�G�D�\�¶�V���V�W�D�Q�G�D�U�G�V�����G�R���Z�H���F�R�Q�V�L�G�H�U���V�H�Z�D�J�H���W�U�H�D�W�P�H�Q�W���W�H�F�K�Q�R�O�R�J�\���V�L�P�L�O�D�U���W�R��
what was discussed decades ago? Too many unknowns to even consider or setting the perception that 
this property be even considered for a cell tower.  
  
See the enclosed survey map from Washington County.  You will see outlines of the existing drain field 
and template for a new proposed drain field.  You independently determine what the priorities are for this 
City property and how those priorities fit into protecting the public health, safety and general welfare 
especially for the next generation drain field.  Land objectives potentially include: 
1.       A decommissioned drain field  
2.       A new proposed sewer drain field with too many unknowns.  To our knowledge a drain field area 
cannot be driven on with any type of heavy equipment.    
3.       Compost site services  
4.       Proposed Cell tower with utilities including underground gas lines, access roads and fenced area of 
�D�W���O�H�D�V�W���������¶���E�\���������¶���R�U�����������������V�T�����I�W�����R�I���V�S�D�F�H�� 



 
  
We feel that the City needs to look at private land owners for cell tower solutions.  Why not take the 
liability away from the City?  Do you really think the City is going to make that much money on a lease 
agreement?  Also, we know that technology is moving quickly, especially with satellite technology 
currently being used.   
  
�<�R�X���G�H�F�L�G�H�����Z�K�D�W�¶�V���W�K�H���S�U�L�R�U�L�W�\���I�R�U���W�K�H���&�L�W�\���F�R�P�S�R�V�W���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\�"���3�O�D�Q���I�R�U���D���F�H�O�O���W�Rwer or next generation 
drainage field.  
  
Thank you for your service and consideration of this topic.  We are available for any questions and plan 
on attending the meeting on June 29th.   
Sincerely, 
  
Roger Lyle and Mary Burke 
18090 St. Croix Trl N 
Marine, MN  55047 
Landline: 651-433-2572  
  
  
 



From: Win Miller <winmiller@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, June 28, 2021 9:03 AM 
To: Lynette Peterson <mosc@cityofmarine.org> 
Cc: Nancy Miller <nancy.b.miller@medtronic.com> 
Subject: Support Cell Tower 
 
Nancy and I would like to go on record supporting a cell tower in Marine. Public safety--the 
ability to dial 911--is the primary reason for our support.  We hope the tower will not be 
intrusive nor a blemish on our village. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Win and Nancy Miller 
600 Judd Street  

mailto:winmiller@gmail.com
mailto:mosc@cityofmarine.org
mailto:nancy.b.miller@medtronic.com


AT&T Mobility Corporation
Technology Operations
7900 Xerxes Avenue S
Suite 301
Bloomington, MN 55431

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

June 28, 2021
Mr. Charlie Anderson
City Council, City of Marine on St. Croix
121 Judd St
Marine on St, Croix, MN 55047
charlie.anderson@cityofmarine.org

RE: AT&T Mobility Comments on Draft Wireless, Public Hearing June 29, 2021
FA Location# 11663319 / Hwy 95

Dear Councilman Anderson,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback to the proposed Wireless Ordinances. The City of
Marine on St. Croix has been selected by Public safety officials as a location for AT&T Mobility to deploy
continuous coverage for first responders as part of the national FirstNet network. The FirstNet Radio
Access Network must maintain ongoing interoperability therefore design elements, including locations,
elevations and heights, are imperative for capacity and coverage requirements.

Please find attached map illustrating the limitations of section 14, Prohibitions, of the draft ordinance.
The location that was previously favored by the City and worked for the deployment of AT&T FirstNet
coverage, is in the center of the green circle, which is centered within layered (shaded) areas that are
prohibited. By overlaying the limitations of the proposed ordinance in relation to the municipal
boundaries, there is very little perceived options for a cell site location.

In addition, attached are AT&T Mobility’s redlined ordinance comments for City Council’s review and
consideration.

AT&T Mobility looks forward to the opportunity of providing Marine residents and business with
broader wireless coverage. If you require further information or have questions, please contact me at
(952) 334-9539.

Sincerely,

Tom Hamlin
Sr Mgr of Real Estate & Construction
Minnesota Northern Plains Construction & Engineering

AT&T
14039 Edgewood Drive, Suite 103, Baxter, MN 56425
o 952.334.9539 | m 218.838.6900 |th002@att.com
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CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX  
PLANNING COMMISSION  

REGULAR MEETING  
 

Tuesday, April 27,  2020 - 7:30pm 
Virtual Meeting  

 
 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Wireless Communications Ordinances 
�x Review by full Commission 
�x Set date for public hearing 

 
3. New and Old Business 

 
4. Approval of minutes:  

�x March 30 
 

5. Adjourn 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

City of Marine on St. Croix  
 

WIRELESS COMMUNICATION   
ORDINANCE  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Adopted on the __ day of 
__________, 2021 



City of Marine on St. Croix   
Tower Ordinance  
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ORDINANCE NO. _____ 

CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX, WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA  

AN ORDINANCE TO ENACT A NEW CHAPTER OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES TO 
ADMINISTER AND REGULATE THE INSTANCE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER 
FACILITIES IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST, AND TO PROVIDE FOR THE ISSUANCE AND 
REGULATION OF SUCH PERMITS.  

 

SECTION 1: INTENT AND PURPOSE 
 
The natural setting and historic context of the City of Marine on St. Croix ���³�W�K�H���&�L�W�\�´�� are 
among its most valuable assets. The City is located on the St. Croix  National Scenic 
Riverway, a unit of the National Park System, established by the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers  Act in 1968�����,�W���L�V���D�O�V�R���K�R�P�H���W�R���:�L�O�O�L�D�P���2�¶�%�U�L�H�Q���6�W�D�W�H���3�D�U�N�� Compromising these 
assets risks undermining the very characteristics responsible for our economic vitality 
and future potential. Protecting these assets will require that location and design of 
tower facilities be sensitive to, and in scale and harmony with, the aesthetics and 
community of the City of Marine on St. Croix. This Ordinance will provide standards for 
the proper placement and design of tower facilities in order to ensure their compatibility 
with surrounding aesthetics and development.  

 
The purpose of this Ordinance shall be to establish predictable and balanced 
regulations that protect the public, health, safety, and general welfare of the city. 
These regulations are intended to: 

 
A. Facilitate the provision of telecommunications services and facilities 

including commercial wireless telecommunication services in the City of 
Marine on St. Croix; 

 
B. Minimize adverse visual effects of towers through careful design and siting 

standards; 
 

C. Avoid potential damage to adjacent properties from tower or antenna failure 
and weather-related occurrences through structural standards, careful siting, 
and setback requirements; 

 
D. Encourage the use of existing towers and buildings to accommodate 

commercial wireless telecommunication service antennas in order to 
minimize the number of towers needed to adequately serve the county. 

 
The Telecommunication Act of 1996 affirms Local Gover�Q�P�H�Q�W�¶�V���U�L�J�K�W���W�R���F�R�Q�W�U�R�O���W�K�H��
siting, construction, and modification of cellular and other wireless telecommunication 
facilities. The permitting process in this Ordinance does not discriminate among 
providers of functionally equivalent services and does not prohibit the provision of 
personal wireless services. 

 
Leasing of public buildings, publicly-owned structures, public lands, and/or rights- of-way 
for the purposes of locating wireless telecommunication services facilities and/or 
equipment is encouraged.  In cases where a facility is proposed on City property, 
specific locations and compensation to the City may be negotiated in lease agreements 
between the City and the provider on a case- by-case basis, and shall be subject to all 
the requirements contained in this Ordinance. Such agreements would not provide 
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exclusive arrangements that could prohibit access by other providers to the negotiated 
site(s) or limit competition, and encourage the opportunity to �³�F�R-locate�´�����V�K�D�U�L�Q�J���R�I��
facilities) with other providers. 

 

SECTION 2: APPLICABILITY  
 
It shall be unlawful for any person to erect, construct, or place any new Tower Facility 
without first receiving appropriate permits from the City of Marine on St. Croix. Tower 
Facilities must comply with all local, state and federal regulations. It shall be unlawful to 
structurally alter, modify, transform, add to, or change in any way, an existing tower 
structure without first receiving permits from the City of Marine on St. Croix. Addition or 
modification of antennas and transmission lines on existing towers shall not require a 
permit. 

 
Amateur Radio �± The provisions contained herein shall not govern any privately owned 
tower, or the installation of any antenna that is under seventy (70) feet in height or 
operated by a federally licensed amateur radio station operator, or is used exclusively 
as a receive-only antenna. 
 
All rules and regulations of the FCC and FAA must be met and complied 
with.  

 
SECTION 3: DEFINITIONS 

 
Antenna: Any structure or device used for the purpose of collecting or radiating 
electromagnetic waves including but not limited to directional antennas such as panels, 
microwave dishes, satellite dishes, and omni-directional antennas such as whip 
antennas. 

 
Co-Location: The placement of wireless telecommunication antenna by two or more 
service providers on a tower, building or structure. 

 
Guyed Tower: A tower that is supported, in whole or in part, by wires and ground anchors. 

 
Monopole: A type of tower mount that is self supporting through a single shaft usually 
constructed of wood, metal or concrete. 
 
Search Ring: An area in which a wireless provider is able to locate an antenna of a 
defined height which will provide the wireless service providers desired coverage. 

 
Tower: Any pole, wire, structure or combination thereof, including support lines, cables, 
wires, braces and masts intended primarily for the purpose of mounting antenna or to 
serve as an antenna. 

 
Tower Facility(ies): A tower and its appurtenant devices including, but not limited to 
antennae, buildings, fences, gates and related equipment. 

 
Total Height: The distance between the ground level at the base of a structure and its 
tallest vertical extension including any attachment thereon. 

 
SECTION 4: LAND USE 
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All towers, not excluded in Section 2, require the granting of a conditional use permit by 
the City of Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission after completion of the application 
requirements of this Ordinance. If a conditional use permit is granted, a general zoning 
(land use) permit is required for the tower and supporting facilities. 

 
 
THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS APPLY TO TOWERS THAT ARE NOT  
EXCLUDED IN SECTION 2:  

 
All rules and regulations of applicable state and federal laws and 
agencies shall be met and complied with, to include all state and federal 
RF safety standards.  

 
 

SECTION 5: TOWER DESIGN 
 
Proposed or modified towers and antennas shall meet the following design 
requirements: 

A. Towers and their antennas shall be certified by a qualified and  licensed 
professional engineer to conform to applicable state and national structural 
building standards. 

 
B. Towers shall be monopoles, self-supporting or guyed towers. 

 
Tower Painting - Towers shall comply with FAA requirements. 

 
Tower Lighting �± No tower shall be lighted unless FAA rules require lighting. All towers 
shall use only red incandescent lights. No strobe lights, red or white, will be allowed. 

 
SECTION 6: TOWER SETBACKS  

 
Towers and all accessory structures or buildings shall conform to the following 
minimum setback requirements: 

 
A. Towers shall be setback from all property lines an amount equal to the 

height of the structure; 
 

B. Guy wires for towers shall meet the structure setback of the underlying 
zoning district. 

 
SECTION 7: CO-LOCATION REQUIREMENTS 

 
All commercial wireless telecommunication towers erected, constructed, or 
located within the City shall comply with the following requirements: 

 
A. Documentation of the area to be served including a search ring for the 

antenna location. A narrative describing a search ring for the request, with 
not less than a two (2) mile radius clearly explaining why the site was 
selected, what existing structures were available and why they are not 
suitable as locations or co-locations. RF propagation and coverage maps 
further showing the proposed service area may also be requested by city 

luk69258
Cloud+

luk69258
Cloud+
Acceptance of Fall Zone letter to support lesser setback
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staff. 
 

B. Documentation that the communications equipment planned for the 
proposed tower cannot be accommodated on an existing or approved tower 
or building within the search ring of the service area due to one or more of 
the following reasons: 

 
1. The planned equipment would exceed the structural capacity of the 

existing or approved tower or building, as documented by a qualified and 
licensed professional engineer, and the existing or approved tower 
cannot reasonably be reinforced, modified, or replaced to accommodate 
planned equipment at a reasonable cost; 

 
2. The planned equipment would cause interference materially impacting 

the usability of other existing or planned equipment at the tower or 
building as documented by a qualified and licensed professional engineer 
or qualified radio frequency engineer and the interference cannot be 
prevented at a reasonable cost; 

 
3. Existing or approved towers and buildings within the search radius 

cannot accommodate the planned equipment at a height necessary to 
function reasonably as documented by a qualified and licensed 
professional engineer; or 

 
4. Other unforeseen reasons that make it infeasible to locate the 

planned telecommunications equipment upon an existing or 
approved tower or building. 

 
C. Any proposed tower shall be designed, structurally, electrically, and in all 

respects, to accommodate both the ap�S�O�L�F�D�Q�W�¶�V���D�Q�W�H�Q�Q�D�V���D�Q�G���D�W���D���P�L�Q�L�P�X�P��
one other array of antennas for co-location. 

 
D. An agreement stating that the applicant and tower owner commit to co- 

location at reasonable market prices within 90 days. Any prohibition of 
additional users on a tower shall be considered a violation of the permit and 
this Ordinance. 

 
E. The agreement shall also include a statement that any unused or 

abandoned tower shall be removed by the tower owner and/or applicant 
within 12 months of the tower being vacated. Said agreement shall be 
signed by the applicant and the property owner and shall be attached to 
and become a part of the permit. 

 

SECTION 8: TOWER, AREA FENCING AND LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS  
 
Tower base, equipment and buildings accessory to a tower shall: 

 
A. Be architecturally designed to blend in with the surrounding environment and 

shall meet the height and setback limitations as established within the respective 
zoning district. 

 

luk69258
Cloud+

luk69258
Cloud+
Extend to 24 months.
Installation of a tenant when and if tower was unused could take longer than 12 mo. due to financial cycles 
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B. Tower base, equipment and buildings shall be fenced in by a 6 foot security 
fence. Tower base, equipment and buildings shall be screened from view by 
suitable fencing-slats or vegetation which will be at least 6 feet in height within 4 
years of tower construction except where a design of other, non- vegetative 
screening better reflects and complements the architectural character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. Screening plan shall also comply with Dev. Code 
Sec. 4 404.4-5. Screening tower plan shall be approved by the Planning 
Commission. 

 
The anchor point for the guy wires shall be fenced. The fence shall extend at least 10 
feet around the anchor point or guy base to ensure public safety. 

 
SECTION 9: ABANDONED OR UNUSED  TOWERS 

 
Abandoned or unused towers and associated facilities shall be removed within 12 
months of the cessation of operations at the site unless a time extension is approved 
by the City Council. In the event that a tower is not removed within the 12 months of 
the cessation of operations at a site, the revocation of permit applies under Sec. 18 of 
this Ordinance, and tower and associated facilities may be removed by the City and 
the costs of removal assessed against the permittee and tower owner in accordance 
with that section. 
 
The City may require the owner or operator of any tower to post adequate security 
toward the costs of removal of any tower and site restoration. 
 

 
SECTION 10: SIGNS AND ADVERTISING 

 
The use of any portion of a tower for signs other than warning or equipment 
information signs is prohibited. 

 
SECTION 11: NOISE 

 
The noise levels associated with any tower facility shall conform to the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency noise level requirements as listed in MN Rules Chapter 7030. 

 

SECTION 12: APPLICATION  REQUIREMENTS 
 
The City of Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission and City Council may contract 
with an independent technical expert to review applicant materials and/or to determine if 
additional information is necessary. The tower facility applicant shall pay the cost of 
such review and/or independent analysis. In addition to the general requirements for 
conditional use permit applications; all applications for new towers must also include the 
following: 

 
a. Site plan(s) drawn to a scale, specifying the location of the tower facility, 

support structures, transmission buildings and/or other accessory structures 
& uses, accesses, parking areas, fences, signs, lighting, landscaped areas 
and all adjacent land uses within 350 feet of the tower facility, including all 
support structures and security fencing. 

 
b. Map showing the search radius for the antenna location and the proposed 
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broadcast coverage obtained by the tower facility, including a narrative 
describing a search radius of not less than two (2) mile for the requested site, 
clearly explaining why the site was selected, locating all existing tower 
facilities, and identifying all other structures that may be potential co-location 
sites.  

 
c. Screening plan in accordance with Sec. 8 of this Ordinance and Sec. 4.404 of 

the city Development Code. 
 

d. Series of photo-simulated pictures of the proposed-to-be-constructed tower in 
a digital format. The pictures shall include a picture of the tower from nearest 
road, picture of base of tower only showing the bottom 20 feet, picture of the 
compound area, and picture of each of the guy points, if a guy tower is 
proposed. The pictures shall also include photo-simulations of any view-shed 
points from which the tower will impede. 

 
e. A signed lease on behalf of a carrier that once the tower is constructed the 

carrier will be leasing the tower within one (1) year after completion. 
 

f. A copy of a pre-FAA determination or a document that the proposed tower 
facility has not been found to be a hazard to air navigation under Part 77, 
Federal Aviation Regulations, or that no compliance with Part 77 is required, 
and the reasons therefore. 

 
g. Documentation shall be provided prior to the issuance of a land use 

permit demonstrating that the approved tower has been designed in 
compliance with a qualified engineer licensed by the State of Minnesota. 

 

 

SECTION 13: FACTORS CONSIDERED IN GRANTING CONDITIONAL USE  
PERMITS 

 
The City of Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission shall consider the following 
factors in addition to any normally prescribed conditional use factors listed in the City 
of Marine on St. Croix Zoning Ordinance, in determining whether to issue a conditional 
use permit. The Commission may evaluate each of these criteria on a site-by-site 
basis with varying levels of preference in determining how the goals of this Ordinance 
are best served: 

 
a. Height of the proposed tower facility. 

 
b. Capacity of the tower structure for additional antenna equipment to 

accommodate expansion, or to allow for co-�O�R�F�D�W�L�R�Q���R�I���R�W�K�H�U���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�U�¶�V��
equipment. 

 
c. Proximity of the tower to residential structures 
d. Nature of uses on adjacent and nearby properties. 

 
e. Surrounding topography. 

 
f. Present and surrounding tree coverage and foliage. 

luk69258
Cloud+
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g. Design and siting of the tower, with particular reference to design 

characteristics and location that have the effect of reducing or 
eliminating visual obtrusiveness. 

 
h. Proposed ingress and egress. 

 
i. Availability of suitable existing towers and other structures as 

discussed in other sections of this ordinance. 
 

j. Level of adherence to the provisions set forth in Section 1 of this 
ordinance and the adopted tower policy statement. 

 
SECTION 14: PROHIBITIONS 
 
The following prohibitions apply, unless granted approval at the discretion of the Planning 
Commission: 

a. No tower shall be over a total of 199 feet in height or within one mile of another 
tower regardless of municipal boundaries. 
 

b. A proposal for a new wireless service tower shall not be approved unless it can 
be shown by the applicant that the telecommunication equipment planned for 
the proposed tower cannot be accommodated: 1. On an existing tower or 
structure; or 2. On a tower that has been permitted by the City (even though it 
may not yet be constructed); or 3. On a tower whose application for a 
Conditional Use Permit is currently pending before the City. 

 
c. No tower over 35 feet in height shall be located within 500 feet of any residential 

dwelling other than the dwelling on the parcel on which the tower is to be 
located. 
 

d. No tower over 35 feet in height shall be located closer than one-quarter (1/4) 
mile to the outside boundary of an existing or proposed municipal or county 
park, unless discretionarily approved by the City Council. 

 
e. No tower over 35 feet shall be erected in an area one-half (1/2) mile West of the 

centerline of State Highway 95 to one (1) mile East of the centerline of State 
Highway 95 or one-quarter (1/4) mile from any boundary of a State Park or DNR 
or NPS designated or protected area, unless it can be demonstrated through 
visual impact demonstration that the tower will be Stealth designed and visually 
inconspicuous as viewed from the road or area boundary on a year-round basis.  
 

f. No tower over 35 feet shall be erected within one-quarter (1/4) mile of the Saint 
Croix River or within one-quarter (1/4) mile of a DNR protected lake or river. 
 

g. No temporary mobile cell sites are permitted except in the case of equipment 
failure, equipment testing, or in the case of an emergency situation as 
authorized by the County Sheriff. Use of temporary mobile cell sites for testing 
purposes shall be limited to twenty-four (24) hours; use of temporary mobile cell 
sites for equipment failure or in the case of emergency situations shall be 
limited to a term of thirty (30) days. These limits can be extended by the 
Planning Commission. 
 

luk69258
Cloud+

luk69258
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height of tower plus 10' from any residential dwelling other than than the dwelling on the parcel...
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h. Permanent platforms or structures, exclusive of antennas, other than those 
necessary for safety purposes or for tower maintenance are prohibited. 
 

i. No antenna or tower shall have lights, reflectors, flashers, daytime strobes, 
steady night time red lights or other illuminating devices affixed or attached to it 
unless required by the FAA or FCC. 

 
j. No advertising or identification signs shall be placed on towers or antennas. 
 

 
 
SECTION 15: TIME LIMIT ON TOWER CONSTRUCTION 

 
Construction of an approved tower including all accessory structures, including footings 
and foundations, must be completed within one year following the date of the permit, 
extendable for another year by the City of Marine on St. Croix City Council. All 
landscaping must be installed within the first growing season immediately following 
construction. 

 

SECTION 16: EFFECT OF THE ORDINANCE ON EXISTING TOWER 
FACILITIES 

 
Tower facilities and antennas in all zoning districts and in existence as of the date 
of this adoption that do not conform to or comply with this ordinance are subject 
to the following provisions: 

 
a. Towers may continue in use for the purpose now used and as now 

existing, but may not be replaced or structurally altered without 
complying in all respects with the provisions contained herein. 

b. If a nonconforming tower is hereafter damaged or destroyed due to 
any reason or cause whatsoever, the tower may be repaired and 
restored to its former use, location, and physical dimensions upon 
obtaining a land use permit if the cost of repairing the tower to its 
former use, location, and physical dimensions would be less than fifty 
(50) percent of the cost to build a new conforming tower. 

 
SECTION 17: TERM OF PERMIT 

 
A conditional use permit will remain in effect so long as the conditions contained within 
the permit are met. 

 
SECTION 18: REVOCATION OF PERMIT 

 
The grounds for revocation of a conditional use permit shall be based on a 
finding that: 

a. The permittee has failed to comply with the conditions of approval 
imposed; 

b. The facility has not been properly maintained, or 
c. The facility is no longer in use providing wireless communication services to 

Marine residents and businesses and has not been in use for the previous 12 
months. 
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In the event of revocation of a permit, the tower and all accessory structures must be 
removed and the site restored to its original condition within 120 days. Failure to do so 
will result in the Township completing the removal and site restoration and the 
Township's cost shall, where the city is not the property owner, be assessed against 
the property and collected as a real estate tax. Where the city is the owner of the 
property on which the tower stands, the costs will be assessed against the permitee 
and tower owner.  
 
c 
 

 
SECTION 19: ENFORCEMENT 

 
A. This ordinance is adopted by reference pursuant to the provisions of Minnesota 

Statutes Section 394. It is declared unlawful for any person to violate any of the terms 
or conditions of this ordinance. Violation thereof shall be a misdemeanor. 

B. In the event of a violation or a threatened violation of this ordinance, the City of Marine 
on St. Croix in addition to other remedies, may institute appropriate actions or 
proceedings to prevent, restrain, or abate such violations or threatened violations. The 
City may and is empowered to issue cease and desist orders to halt the progress of 
any on-going violation. When the work has  been stopped by the City for any valid 
reason whatsoever, it shall not again be resumed until the reason for the work 
stoppage has been completely satisfied and the cease and desist order lifted. 

C. Any person with proper standing, may institute mandamus proceedings in the District 
Court to compel specific performance by the proper official or officials of any duty 
required by this ordinance. 

 
SECTION 20: INTERPRETATION 

 
In their interpretation and application, the provisions of this ordinance shall be held to be 
minimum requirements and shall be liberally construed in favor of the governing body and 
shall not be deemed a limitation or repeal of any other powers granted by State Statutes. 

 
SECTION 21: SEVERABILITY  

 
If any section, clause, provision, or portion of this ordinance is adjudged unconstitutional 
or invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of this ordinance shall not be 
affected thereby. 

 
SECTION 22: ABROGATION AND GREATER  RESTRICTIONS 

 
It is not intended by this ordinance to repeal, abrogate, or impair any existing easements, 
covenants, or deed restrictions. However, where this ordinance imposes greater 
restrictions, the provisions of this ordinance shall prevail. All other ordinances inconsistent 
with this ordinance are hereby repealed to the extent of the inconsistency only. 

 
SECTION 23: ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE 

 
The City of Marine on St. Croix Telecommunication Tower Ordinance is hereby 
adopted by the City of Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission on the __ day of 
__________, 2021. 
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Chairperson  
City of Marine on St. Croix  
Board of Commissioners  

Attest:  
 
 
 

 
____________________ 
City Official  Approved 

as to Form:  

 
 
 
____________________ 
City  Attorney  

 
 



From: Sara Rottunda <srottunda@earthlink.net>  
Sent: Monday, June 28, 2021 9:04 AM 
To: Lynette Peterson <mosc@cityofmarine.org> 
Subject: Cell Tower Citizen Input 
 
Hi Lynette! 
 
I have input for the public hearing tomorrow night - see below.  I will also be there in person. 
 
Why? 
I support having a cell tower in Marine for the following reasons: 
1) improved public safety through better 911 response time (the ability for a cell phone to get to the 
right 911 geographic area)  This benefits all residents, and tourists in the valley and on the river. 
 
2) Increase phone line service for multiple household members.   
                a. In my two person household, we have a land line. only one of us can be on a work call using 
that line, and that ties up the phone usage for any other calls to take place.  While zoom and other 
computer based options do allow audio, it is not always sufficient or reliable. 
                b. Neither of our cell phones provide enough service to use consistently or reliably.  We have 
tried both AT&T and Verizon, and currently both have verizon. 
                c.  During the power outage two weeks ago, I wanted to be able to rely on cell service to be 
able to get text and email updates from Xcel.  Neither could get through. 
 
3) Improve business connectivity: 
                a. Contractors / vendors for home services expect connectivity to run credit cards (my chimney 
sweep), activate equipment (my alarm system), or process payment (my water softener service). 
                b.  Increasingly, small business point of sale solutions work with a phone and an attachment for 
credit cards.  This requires cellular service. 
                b. Tourists/ customers trying to either navigate to a business via phone, or call a business to 
locate them in the St. Croix Valley do not have service. 
 
Who? 
I would like to see the City Council take on the RFP process to find a telecommunications tower provider 
and do this work - to ensure it will get done. 
 
Thank you for listening to my input. 
 
Sara 
 
Sara Rottunda 
Marine Resident 
srottunda@earthlink.net 
612-803-4734 

mailto:srottunda@earthlink.net
mailto:mosc@cityofmarine.org
mailto:srottunda@earthlink.net




From: Shultz, Michael R (Mike) <mrshultz@burnsmcd.com>  
Sent: Monday, June 28, 2021 6:07 PM 
To: Lynette Peterson <mosc@cityofmarine.org>; Assistant Clerk <asstclerk@cityofmarine.org> 
Cc: Megan Duley <megan.e.duley@gmail.com> 
Subject: comments regarding Wireless 
 
Hello, 
�/�[�u���Á�Œ�]�š�]�v�P���š�}�����Æ�‰�Œ���•�•���u�Ç���•�š�Œ�}�v�P���•�µ�‰�‰�}�Œ�š���(�}�Œ���]mmediate upgrades to the wireless communication 
infrastructure in and around Marine on St Croix. I recently purchased a house in Marine along with 
Megan Duley (copied) and my AT&T service is very poor to absent in town, at the house, and on the 
river. This represents a significant safety hazard and also limits the economic growth of the area. The 
river poses significant risk to human life and the ability to communicate with first responders or law 
enforcement is critical. Please let me know how I can help modernize the cell service for Marine to make 
us safer and more prosperous. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mike Shultz, PhD  \  Burns & McDonnell 
Associate Geologist \ Sequence Stratigraphy Specialist 
M 650-804-5935   
mrshultz@burnsmcd.com  \  burnsmcd.com 
2175 N California Blvd  \  Walnut Creek, CA 94596 
 
PROGRESS  | Progressive Remediation Strategies.    
The next-generation approach to remediating complex sites is here.  
 
 

mailto:mrshultz@burnsmcd.com
mailto:mosc@cityofmarine.org
mailto:asstclerk@cityofmarine.org
mailto:megan.e.duley@gmail.com
mailto:mrshultz@burnsmcd.com
http://www.burnsmcd.com/
https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fhubs.ly%2FH0wgHqj0&data=02%7C01%7Cmrshultz%40burnsmcd.com%7Cace19af885fc4cbedb4908d865588276%7Cbfbb9a2b6d994e78b3c795005d555c8b%7C0%7C0%7C637370778105151102&sdata=XobGj8B2nLKMVTGt5hdc8iargGGeZwJuYIU%2BBu7mKpY%3D&reserved=0


June 22, 2021 
 
Marge Barrett called the city office on behalf of herself and her husband, Tom Barrett, expressing 
support for a tower in Marine. They did not make specific comments about the ordinance. 
 
 
Recorded by Assistant Clerk Suzanne Dammann 



June 14, 2021 
Good Afternoon Suzanne, 
 
�/�����]�•���µ�•�•�������š�Z�����‰�Œ�}�‰�}�•�������}�Œ���]�v���v�����•���Á�]�š�Z���š�Z�����>���v�����h�•�����W�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�•���•�š���(�(���]�v�����E�Z�[�•�������v�š�Œ���o���K�(�(�]�����X��
Our shoreland and Lower St. Croix Riverway rules do not address certain utilities, including 
wireless communication towers. Accordingly, DNR review and approval of these draft 
ordinances is not required.  
 
We are pleased to see the provisions limiting tower height to 35 feet within a 1/4 mile of the St. 
Croix River and within 1/4 mile of a DNR protected water, and also the requirement for towers 
and guy wires to meet the minimum setbacks of the zoning district. 
 
Thank you for keeping DNR in the loop on this ordinance proposal. I look forward to working 
with you in the future. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Dan Scollan 
Interim East Metro Area Hydrologist �t Ramsey and Washington Counties 
Division of Ecological and Water Resources 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
1200 Warner Road 
St. Paul, MN 55106 
Phone: 651-259-5754 
Cell: 651-249-7759 
Fax: 651-772-7977 
Email: daniel.scollan@state.mn.us 
mndnr.gov 

 
 



June 20, 2021 
 
Lynette, 
 
I am unable to attend the June 29 Planning Commission meeting. 
 
I fully support a Marine on St Croix ordinance to allow for planning and installing a cell tower. I 
encourage the City to make this happen as cell phone coverage and WiFi access are barely existent, 
spotty or slow. 
 
Cecily Harris 



June 14, 2021 
 

I am very much in support of the possibility of our Village having better cell coverage, 
more options for internet or the enhancement of our ability to have better 
communication in crucial Emergency situations. Nason Hill has had many motorcycle or 
car accidents in the past and people can not get cell service to call for help. They 
usually come to our house and ask us to call 911. Valuable time is wasted while they 
run to our house and up our driveway looking for help. We have had several people 
come to our �K�R�X�V�H���L�Q���W�K�H���P�L�G�G�O�H���R�I���W�K�H���Q�L�J�K�W���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���W�K�H�\���D�U�H���O�R�V�W���D�Q�G���F�D�Q�¶�W���J�H�W���F�H�O�O��
service. I am hoping that the city can find a way to make this work. Thank you for trying, 
we appreciate all the work that has gone into this endeavor. 
 
Connie Helke 



June 16, 2021 
 

I strongly support the location of a new cell tower in the service area of Marine on St. Croix.  I 
am aware that cell phone coverage is currently insufficient to support current usage by 
businesses, residents, and other groups.   
 
Emergency services:  it is critical that the city's emergency services be able to communicate 
with one another.  As I understand it, this is often an issue. 
 
Businesses:  I appreciate the businesses in town that serve us, and know that they need robust 
cell phone coverage to operate. 
 
Work from home:  Our area is attracting new home owners, including families with children 
who might choose our local school.  More and more, people are looking for places that allow 
for work from home.   
 
Regarding the proposed ordinance, I have reviewed it, and have concerns that section 14 as 
written seems to be very restrictive.  The stipulation about setback from state parks (William 
O'Brien) precludes a location by the existing storage building on Broadway that seems viable at 
first glance.  If the Planning Commission and others on the citizens' committee have a map 
which shows what places WOULD be allowed, that could be helpful.  Please let me know if such 
a map is available. 
 
In summary, while I appreciate the beauty of our area and support protecting viewsheds to the 
extent possible, that needs to be balanced with the need for technology and infrastructure that 
today's communications are based on.   
 
Sincerely,    
Sue Logan 



June 20, 2021 
To: Marine Village Administrator 
From: Helena D. Myers 
 
Regarding the Proposal for a cell tower in Marine.  Please do not hesitate to install a cell tower.  It is not 
only a convenience, but is a safety precaution.  Frequently the electric power and phone lines are 
disrupted in the village. In an emergency we at Butternut Falls do not have a way to contact EMS.  Our 
cell phones do not work here without a cell tower. 
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Creative design of a tower can eliminate concern of seeing an industrial tower.  In Cave Creek, AZ the 
tower at library looks like a saguaro cactus. 
A sculptural design here in Marine could look like a tree. 
 
But now is the time to say YES to a Cell Tower regardless of aesthetics. 
 
Sincerely, 
Helena D. Myers 
 



 
          June 21, 2021 
 
 
To the Marine on St. Croix 
Planning Commissioners, 
Mayor and  
City Council Members, 
 
We will be out of town June 29, 2021 and will be unable to attend the Public Hearing on 
Wireless Ordinances.   Consequently, we have downloaded the proposed ordinances and have 
reviewed them. 
 
Frankly, because this is not a topic we are familiar with, they make little sense.  We understand 
the need for an ordinance to be generic, but because we will not be able to hear a 
presentation, it is challenging to understand whether or not this ordinance will meet the needs 
of OUR community. 
 
Therefore, we want to go on record to support, in any way necessary, that the City do all 
possible to ensure that our entire communication system is modernized, up to date and serves 
the whole community.  If that means that the tower is highly visible (though camouflaged) or 
relatively close to residences, it is a reasonable accommodation to address this need.  We want 
cell phones to work everywhere in town and on the river.  We want fast, reliable internet, not 
only for personal use, but so that Marine citizens can work remotely from their homes.   These 
are critical public safety and economic issues which will have very negative effects if not 
addressed. 
 
We appreciate the work the Planning Commission has done to get to this point, as we suspect it 
was a steep learning curve for many.  We trust that you are moving forward in a way that 
addresses the 21st century needs of our community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Mary and Larry Whitaker 



To: The Planning Commission and City Council 
Regarding: The Wireless Infrastructure Ordinance 

The lack of reliable cell phone service in Marine, especially in the Village Center and along Highway 95, is 
no longer just an inconvenience. It is a public safety problem. It is a business problem. It is a detriment 
to our quality of life. We immediately noticed these issues when we bought the Marine General Store in 
2005. Not a day went buy when some customer or supplier needed to use our land line to make an 
important call because their cell phones lacked reception. To this day, Marine General Store has this 
problem, as do other Village Center businesses. When one of us became an EMT for the Fire & Rescue 
service, our response to accidents was sometimes delayed because cell phone service was unavailable at 
the scene to report emergencies. Whether you are a visitor or resident, we now depend on access the 
internet to get local information, directions, and services wherever we are. Without it, we may take our 
business and activities elsewhere. 

It is unacceptable for the City of Marine to not deliver reliable cell phone service to the whole area, 
especially lower Marine, which is in a service shadow. Other residents claim that cell phone service is 
adequate because they live in upper Marine or can walk around town and get some reception. This 
denies the reality that the availability and reliability of service depends on your carrier, device, and exact 
location. Service is unreliable for many residents and visitors. It is a real complaint and unfair to those 
without good service. The need for widespread reliable service should not be in question. 

We understand that many variables need to be considered to determine where to site a cell phone 
tower. The draft ordinance seems hugely complicated and restrictive. If it rules out sites that can 
provide the necessary coverage or unduly burdens and chases away the telecommunication company 
providers, the ordinance fails its purpose. Please ensure that the City is crafting an ordinance that 
actually allows a solution to our problem. Otherwise, it merely protects the unacceptable status quo. 

One last comment. We hear from some vocal citizens that proximity to the tower may have health 
consequences. Their arguments are based on classic cherry-picking of a few negative reports while 
ignoring a large body of research minimizing the risks. Or they are selecting a few anecdotal cases of 
someone living near a tower getting cancer while ignoring the many more people living near the tower 
without getting cancer. We encourage the City to use reputable and objective studies, information, and 
statistics to weigh the risks and benefits of any particular site. We need a site that provides the most 
reliable service to the most residents currently without adequate service. 

We appreciate the chance to weigh in on this ordinance. Thank you for your hard work and diligence on 
this matter. 

Andy & Karen Kramer 
621 Walnut St 
Marine on St Croix 



 

 

Formerly the St. Croix River Association 

 
June 28, 2021 

Chair Gerry Mrosla 
Planning Commission, City of Marine on St. Croix      
121 Judd St.    
Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047 
 
Dear Chair Gerry Mrosla and Planning Commission Members: 
 
I am writing today in support of the City of Marine on St. Croix’s proposed Wireless 
Communication Tower Ordinance.  The intent and purpose begins with a clear vision, “The 
natural setting and historic context of the City of Marine on St. Croix are among its most 
valuable assets”. We couldn’t agree more.  
 
There are approximately 3.6 million miles of streams in the United States. Only 12,734 miles are 
protected by the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act— 0.35% of all U.S. rivers. The St. Croix and 
Namekagon were among the original rivers designated under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
and the first to be named a national park. This proposed ordinance takes seriously the charge to 
remain vigilant in protecting its amazing array of attributes – clean water, beautiful scenery, rare 
plants and animals, high quality outdoor recreation. 
 
We specifically support Section 14, e-f, as it clearly aligns with federal regulations 
applicable to the St. Croix National Scenic Riverway. They are as follows:  

e.) No tower over 35 feet shall be erected in an area one-half (1/2) mile west of the 
centerline of State Highway 95 to one (1) mile east of the centerline of State Highway95 
or one-quarter (1/4) mile from any boundary of a State Park or DNR or NPS designated 
or protected area, unless it can be demonstrated through visual impact demonstration 
that the tower will be stealth designed and visually inconspicuous as viewed from the 
road or area boundary on a year-round basis. 
f.) No tower over 35 feet shall be erected within one-quarter (1/4) mile of the St. Croix 
River or within one-quarter (1/4) mile of a DNR protected lake or river. 
 

Fundamentally, it will take people to protect the Riverway. This ordinance clearly shows that 
Marine on St. Croix understands its responsibility to residents and the million+ annual park 
visitors and is a true Riverway Champion. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Deb Ryun, Executive Director  
 
Wild Rivers Conservancy of the St. Croix & Namekagon is the nonprofit partner of the St. Croix 
National Scenic Riverway. 








