
















 

 

 

 
 

Exhibit 1: ATC towers approximately ~0.3mi (~1,600ft.) and ~0.4mi (~2,080ft.) from AT&T proposed tower on neighboring parcel. 

 

~0.4 miles to 273422 

~0.3 miles to 416466 



 

 

 

  
 

Exhibit 2: AT&T’s proposed 700MHz LTE coverage at 296ft. ACL from Uniti tower on neighboring parcel. (AT&T PROPOSED) 



 

 

 

 
 

Exhibit 3: AT&T’s 700MHz LTE potential coverage from ATC’s 273422 existing tower. (AT&T INSTALLED) 



 

 

 

 
 

 Exhibit 4: AT&T’s 700MHz LTE potential coverage from ATC’s 416466 existing tower. (AT&T NOT INSTALLED)  



Micah Hawthorne 
10 Presidential Way, Woburn, MA d: 781-926-4546 
linkedin.com/in/micahhawthorne micah.hawthorne@americantower.com 

 
SUMMARY 

Proven implementation and results driven professional with 10+ years of technical program management 
and 5+ years of pre-sales engineering/consulting experience planning, implementing, deploying, and 
integrating wireless mobile networks. Recognized as a strategic thinker, consistent finisher, creative problem 
solver, and successful team leader. Exceptional oral and written communicator with an ability to influence 
through collaboration, business acumen, and technical subject matter expertise. 
 

CORE COMPETENCIES 

• Program & project management 
• Multi-project engagement and coordination 

• Cross-functional collaboration 

• Speed-to-market risk analysis and planning   
• RF/BH site planning and network deployment 
• Pre-sales technical analyst and support 

 
EDUCATION & TRAINING 

MBA - High Technological Focused          Northeastern University, Boston, MA 
Certificate in Applied Project Management                 Boston University Corporate Education, Waltham, MA 
BS in Electrical Engineering                 University of South Alabama, Mobile, MA 
Candidate for BS in Electrical Engineering              Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 

 
 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
AMERICAN TOWER, Woburn, MA 2012-2018 
Principal Sales Engineer - Project Manager & Network Development Planning Partner;  6 yrs. 

• Proactively investigate and pursue incremental business with Sales team driving RF coverage solutions in 
challenging areas. Additionally support Sales team to achieve multiple $100K+ MRR deals.  

• Support Business Development efforts by analyzing requirements, understanding network coverage 
goals, and recommending innovative solutions to win comprehensive deals. Research technology trends 
to identify roadmaps that enhance long term contract value with Carrier and Vertical Market customers. 
Successes include 20+ new sites RFP with Pitkin County, CO., 200+ sites deal for AT&T In-Flight project, 
and 20+ sites deal with Pacific Data Vision long term equipment upgrade plans.  

• Acquire and analyze carrier network performance data and develop metrics paired with site intelligence to 
proactively identify multi-tenant tower location opportunities. Released 400+ search areas over 1 year 
based on lack of 3G voice and 4G LTE data service in suburban growth markets and several heavily 
trafficked thoroughfares with no tower infrastructure. Partnered with Network Development teams to 
evaluate and lease land assets for proactive tower development. 

 
ERICSSON (RF/BH organization spun off from Clearwire), Waltham, MA 2004-2012 
RF/BH Manager New England – Program Manager;  9 mos. 

• Directed a team of 10 Project Managers accountable for network performance monitoring, trouble ticket 
administration and closeout for post launch service optimization. The team served as 1st line local 
engineering support for capacity augments, RF repeaters, and In-Building DAS, for Clearwire’s 4G 
network of 850+ sites stretching across 7 Northeast markets from Upstate NY to Boston, MA. Achieved 
Bonus Level for 35% of network KPIs within 6 months of customer launch weathering 30% head count 
reduction. Target exceeded on remaining 65% of KPIs. Coordinated action plans with Field Operations 
team to exceed 99.75% network availability target and timely trouble ticket closeouts in all markets.   

CLEARWIRE (4G RF/BH organization spun off from Sprint Nextel), Waltham, MA  
RF/BH Manager New England – Program Manager;  2.5 yrs.  

• Managed project team of up to 11 RF/BH Engineers responsible for designing, planning, integrating, and 
launching 450+ sites across 5 New England markets. Met strategic coverage objectives with over 8M 
POPs served. Achieved MW BH connectivity on 97% of sites reducing BH Opex by approx. 80%. 



• Coordinated the RF/BH team’s design efforts, aligning metrics and goals with local and remote cross-
functional teams, including Site Acquisition, Construction, Field Operations, National Engineering, and 
Sales & Marketing teams. Regularly evaluated, adjusted, and presented project milestone progress to 
executive team. Challenges included on-the-fly network redesigns due to difficult zoning. Collaborated 
daily with Network Deployment’s construction efforts ensuring on time 2010 market launches in line with 
End of Year investor commitment. 

• Developed RF/BH team led On-Air site integration and network acceptance process. Removal of 
implementation bottle necks enabled run rate of 40+ sites per week and associated MW backhaul links.  

SPRINT NEXTEL (Nextel merger with Sprint in 2005), Bedford, MA  
RF Design Manager New England North – Project Management Lead;  2 yrs.  
• Headed team of RF design engineers responsible for 400+ single- and multi- technology site build plan 

deployment throughout New England area. Deployments of note included site relocations and Cell-On-
Wheels (COWs) for capacity expansion in Boston core and special events. 

• Standardized zoning message and presentation format for 3rd party Site Acquisition and Design team. 
Debated the efficacy via mock trials. Enabled consistent message platform for better public awareness to 
towns, engineer-to-engineer scheduling flexibility, and shorter time to permit for quicker NTPs. 

RF Engineer III – Project Manager;  1.5 yrs. 

• Prepared and released coverage goals for new and replacement site locations in accordance with build 
plan budgets. Sites chosen based on network performance KPI improvement requirements and Sales 
team coverage expansion needs. Presented RF coverage to local boards for zoning permits.  

• Served as New England North Design Team POC for cross-functional groups to meet deliverable 
timeframes for On Air integration. Created RF plan for new sites and assisted project teams with site 
integrations in line with customer growth expectations, service quality degradation, Sales team customer 
specific requests, and budgetary constraints. Met service quality and coverage expansion needs in the 
metro Boston area with emphasis on urban core and reduced network trouble tickets by 50% over 1 year 
from customers in poorly served areas. 
 

NEXTEL, (Converted to full time employee), Bedford, MA                     2004-2005 
RF Engineer II;  1 yr.  
EXPERT WIRELESS SOLUTIONS, Vienna, VA 2003-2004 
RF Engineering Consultant;  1 yr. 

• Positioned, designed, and assisted permitting by 3rd party site acquisition teams of new tower assets for 
Nextel in NH, ME, and MA. Created interstate coverage footprint north of NH along I-95 through to Bar 
Harbor, ME and Manchester, NH through to Lake Winnipesaukee area increasing sales opportunities to 
resort POIs. 

• Reported in-field drive test analysis enabling service optimization for initial launch of Cingular’s GSM 
network in San Antonio, TX.  

 
RF CONSULTING SERVICES, Marietta, GA             2001-2003 
RF Engineering Consultant;  1.5 yrs. 

• Implemented turnkey solutions for Cingular’s dual band GSM conversion, including design, deployment, 
and drive test optimization in Puerto Rico market for on time launch of modernized network. 

• Oversaw field-testing team responsible for beta testing in-house proprietary software tool for engineering 
release. Trained and mentored drive test engineers for data processing, coverage analysis, and frequency 
allocation tool properties for product release to Cingular in two OH and the PR markets. 

 
GALAXY ENGINEERING SERVICES, Alpharetta, GA        2000-2001 
RF Design Engineering Consultant;  3 mos. 

• Proposed search locations in Northeast region for American Tower’s Build-To-Fill project. 
Maximized potential interested carriers per tower for preemptive site builds with shortest ROI.  

RF Associate Engineering Consultant;  1 yr. 
 

AWARDS 
Perfect Performance for achieving Bonus Level KPI performance supporting the Clearwire network 
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This material is provided as general information and is not a substitute for legal advice. Consult your attorney for advice concerning specific situations. 

 
                       

 

145 University Ave. West www.lmc.org 11/29/2017 
Saint Paul, MN 55103-2044 (651) 281-1200 or (800) 925-1122 © 2017 All Rights Reserved 

INFORMATION MEMO 

Cell Towers, Small Cell Technologies 
& Distributed Antenna Systems 

 
 

Learn about large and small cell tower deployment and siting requests for small cell, small wireless 
and distributed antenna systems (DAS) technology. Better understand the trend of the addition of 
DAS, small wireless or small cell equipment on existing utility equipment. Be aware of common gaps 
in city zoning, impact of federal and state law, reasons for collocation agreements and some best 
practices for dealing with large and small cell towers, small wireless facilities and DAS. 

RELEVANT LINKS: I. Deployment of large cell towers or antennas 
 
47 U.S.C. § 253 (commonly 
known as Section 253 of 
Telecommunications Act). 
 
47 U.S.C. §332 (commonly 
known as Section 332 of 
Telecommunications Act).  
 
FCC Website. 
 
 

A cell site or cell tower creates a “cell” in a cellular network and typically 
supports antennas plus other equipment, such as one or more sets of 
transceivers, digital signal processors, control electronics, GPS equipment, 
primary and backup electrical power and sheltering. Only a finite number of 
calls or data can go through these facilities at once and the working range of 
the cell site varies based on any number of factors, including height of the 
antenna. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has stated that 
cellular or personal communications services (PCS) towers typically range 
anywhere from 50 to 200 feet high. 

 

The emergence of personal communications services, the increased number 
of cell providers, and the growing demand for better coverage have spurred 
requests for new cell towers, small cell equipment, and distributed antenna 
systems (DAS) nationwide. Thus, some cellular carriers, 
telecommunications wholesalers or tower companies, have attempted to 
quickly deploy telecommunications systems or personal wireless service 
facilities, and, in doing so, often claim federal law requires cities to allow 
construction or placement of towers, equipment, or antennas in rights of 
way. Such claims generally have no basis. Although not completely 
unfettered, cities can feel assured that, in general, federal law preserves local 
zoning and land use authority.   

 

A. The Telecommunications Act and the FCC 
47 U.S.C. § 253 (commonly 
known as Section 253 of 
Telecommunications Act). 
 
47 U.S.C. § 332 (commonly 
known as Section 332 of 
Telecommunications Act).  
 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 (TCA) represented America’s first 
successful attempt to reform regulations on telecommunications in more 
than 60 years, and was the first piece of legislation to address internet 
access. Congress enacted the TCA to promote competition and higher 
quality in American telecommunications services and to encourage rapid 
deployment of new telecommunications technologies. 

http://www.lmc.org/
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/253
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/332
https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/guides/human-exposure-radio-frequency-fields-guidelines-cellular-and-pcs-sites
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/253
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/332
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FCC website interpreting 
Telecommunications Act of 
1996. 

The FCC is the federal agency charged with creating rules and policies under 
the TCA and other telecommunications laws. 

 The FCC also manages and licenses commercial users (like cell providers 
and tower companies), as well as non-commercial users (like local 
governments). As a result, both the TCA and FCC rulings impact 
interactions between the cell industry and local government. 

 

 
The significant changes in the wireless industry and its related shared 
wireless infrastructures, along with consumer demand for fast and reliable 
service on mobile devices, have fueled a frenzy of requests for large and 
small cell/DAS site development and/or deployment. As a part of this, cities 
find themselves facing cell industry arguments that federal law requires 
cities to approve tower siting requests. 

 
47 U.S.C. § 253 (Section 253 
of Telecommunications Act). 
 
47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7). 
 
FCC 09-99, Declaratory 
Ruling (Nov. 18, 2009). 

Companies making these claims most often cite Section 253 or Section 332 
of the TCA as support. Section 253 states “no state or local statute or 
regulation may prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the ability of any 
entity to provide any interstate or intrastate telecommunications service.” 
Section 332 has a similar provision ensuring the entry of commercial mobile 
services into desired geographic markets to establish personal wireless 
service facilities. 

47 U.S.C. § 253(c)(e) 
(Section 253 of 
Telecommunications Act). 
 
47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7). 
 
 
FCC 09-99, Declaratory 
Ruling (Nov. 18, 2009). 

These provisions should not, however, be read out of context. When 
reviewing the relevant sections in their entirety, it becomes clear that federal 
law does not pre-empt local municipal regulations and land use controls. 
Specifically, the law states “[n]othing in this section affects the authority of 
a state or local government to manage the public rights of way or to require 
fair and reasonable compensation from telecommunications providers, on a 
competitively neutral and nondiscriminatory basis, for use of public rights of 
way …” and that “nothing in this chapter shall limit or affect the authority of 
… local government … over decisions regarding the placement, 
construction, and modification of personal wireless service facilities”. 

Sprint Spectrum v. Mills,  
283 F.3d 404 (2nd Cir. 
2002).  
 
USCOC of Greater Missouri 
v. Vill. Of Marlborough, 618 
F.Supp.2d 1055 (E.D. Mo. 
2009). 
 
FCC 09-99, Declaratory 
Ruling (Nov. 18, 2009). 

Courts consistently have agreed that local governments retain their 
regulatory authority and, when faced with making decisions on placement of 
towers, antenna or new telecommunication service equipment on city 
facilities, they generally have the same rights that private individuals have to 
deny or permit placement of a cellular tower on their property. This means 
cities can regulate and permit placement of towers and other personal 
wireless service facilities, including, in most situations (though some state 
law restrictions exist regarding regulations of small wireless support 
structures), controlling height, exterior materials, accessory buildings, and 
even location. Cities should be careful to make sure that local regulations 
don’t have the effect of completely banning all cell towers or personal 
wireless service facilities. Such regulation could run afoul of federal law (not 
to mention state law as well). 

https://www.fcc.gov/general/telecommunications-act-1996
https://www.fcc.gov/general/telecommunications-act-1996
https://www.fcc.gov/general/telecommunications-act-1996
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/253
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/332
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/332
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/253
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/332
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/332
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=9265896992772775273&q=t-mobile+west+v+crow&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=12160035571963342954&q=uscoc+and+marlbough&hl=en&as_sdt=3,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=12160035571963342954&q=uscoc+and+marlbough&hl=en&as_sdt=3,24
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
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Vertical Broadcasting v. 
Town of Southampton, 84 F. 
Supp.2d 379 (E.D.N.Y. 
2000).  

Some cellular companies try to gain unfettered access to city right of way by 
claiming they are utilities. The basis for such a claim usually follows one of 
two themes—either that, as a utility, federal law entitles them to entry; or, in 
the alternative, under the city’s ordinances, they get the same treatment as 
other utilities. Courts have rejected the first argument of entitlement, citing 
to the specific directive that local municipalities retain traditional zoning 
discretion. 

 

B. State law 
 
Paging v. Bd. of Zoning 
Appeals for Montgomery 
Cty., 957 F.Supp. 805 (W.D. 
Va. 1997). 

In the alternative, the argument that a city’s local ordinances include towers 
as a utility has, on occasion and in different states, carried more weight with 
a court. To counter such arguments, cities may consider specifically 
excluding towers, antenna, small cell, and DAS equipment from their 
ordinance’s definition of utilities. The Minnesota Department of Commerce, 
in a letter to a wireless infrastructure provider, cautioned one infrastructure 
company that its certificate of authority to provide a local niche service did 
not authorize it to claim an exemption from local zoning. The Minnesota 
Department of Commerce additionally requested that the offending company 
cease from making those assertions. 

 
Letter from Minnesota 
Department of Commerce to 
Mobilitie. 
 
Minn. Stat. § 237.162 
Minn. Stat. § 237.163  
Chapter 94, Art.  9, 2017 
Regular Session. 
 
Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission, Meeting 
Agenda (Nov. 3, 2016). 

In Minnesota, to clear up confusion about whether wireless providers 
represent telecommunications right-of-way users under state law and to 
address concerns about deployment of small wireless technology, the 
Legislature amended Minnesota’s Right-of-Way User statutes, or Minnesota 
ROW Law, in the 2017 legislative session to specifically address small 
wireless facilities and the support structures on which those facilities may 
attach.  

 Because of these amendments, effective May 31, 2017 additional specific 
state statutory provisions apply when cities, through an ordinance, manage 
their rights of way, recover their right-of-way management costs (subject to 
certain restrictions), and charge rent for attaching to city-owned structures in 
public rights of way. Rent, however, is capped for collocation of small 
wireless facilities. State law defines “collocate" or "collocation" as a means 
to install, mount, maintain, modify, operate, or replace a small wireless 
facility on, under, within, or adjacent to an existing wireless support 
structure that is owned privately or by a local government unit. 

 
Minn. Stat. § 237.162. 
Minn. Stat. § 237.163 
Chapter 94, Art.  9, 2017 
Regular Session. 
 

The Minnesota ROW Law allows cities to require telecommunications right-
of-way users to get a permit for use of the right of way; however, it creates a 
separate permitting structure for the siting of small wireless facilities. 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=110971700300809239&q=%22equivalent+services%22+%22Section+253%22+TCA+utility&hl=en&as_sdt=3,85,87,92,97,113,128,148,150,155,160,256,257,273,274,284,285,319,320,336,337,347,348,382
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=110971700300809239&q=%22equivalent+services%22+%22Section+253%22+TCA+utility&hl=en&as_sdt=3,85,87,92,97,113,128,148,150,155,160,256,257,273,274,284,285,319,320,336,337,347,348,382
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6295522462600312456&q=paging+v.+board+of+zoning&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6295522462600312456&q=paging+v.+board+of+zoning&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6295522462600312456&q=paging+v.+board+of+zoning&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://lwm-info.org/DocumentCenter/View/788
http://lwm-info.org/DocumentCenter/View/788
http://lwm-info.org/DocumentCenter/View/788
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.162
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
https://minnesotapuc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2857033&GUID=010EEEBA-B7E0-4E4D-A38B-4081EF663470&Options=&Search=
https://minnesotapuc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2857033&GUID=010EEEBA-B7E0-4E4D-A38B-4081EF663470&Options=&Search=
https://minnesotapuc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2857033&GUID=010EEEBA-B7E0-4E4D-A38B-4081EF663470&Options=&Search=
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.162
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
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 Because of the recent significant changes in the state law and the specific 
requirements for deployment of small wireless facilities that do not apply to 
other telecommunications right-of-way users, cities should work with their 
city attorneys to review and update their ordinances. 

 

C. Limitations on cities’ authority 
 

1. Federal law 
 

 
Although federal law expressly preserves local governmental regulatory 
authority, it does place several substantive and procedural limits on that 
authority. Specifically, a city: 

USCOC of Greater Missouri 
v. Vill. Of Marlborough, 618 
F.Supp.2d 1055 (E.D. Mo. 
2009). 
 
Minnesota Towers Inc. v. 
City of Duluth, 474 F.3d 
1052 (8th Cir. 2007). 
 
NE Colorado Cellular, Inc. v. 
City of North Platte, 764 
F.3d 929 (8th Cir. 2014) 
(denial of CUP for tower 
must be “in writing” but need 
not be a separate finding 
from the reasons in the 
denial). 

• Cannot unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally 
equivalent services.  

• Cannot regulate those providers in a manner that prohibits or has the 
effect of prohibiting the provision of telecommunications services or 
personal wireless services.  

• Must act on applications within a reasonable time.  
• Must document denial of an application in writing supported by 

“substantial evidence.” 

Smith Comm. V. Washington 
Cty, Ark., 785 F.3d 1253 (8th 
Cir. 2015) (substantial 
evidence' analysis involves 
whether the local zoning 
authority's decision is 
consistent with the applicable 
local zoning requirements 
and can include aesthetic 
reasons). 

Proof that the local zoning authority’s decision furthers the applicable local 
zoning requirements or ordinances satisfies the substantial evidence test. 
Municipalities cannot cite environmental concerns as a reason for denial, 
however, when the antennas comply with FCC rules on radio emissions. In 
the alternative, cities can request proof of compliance with the FCC rules. 

 Bringing an action in federal court represents the recourse available to the 
cellular industry if challenging the denial of a siting request under federal 
law. Based on the limitations set forth in the federal law on local land use 
and zoning authority, most often, when cities deny siting requests, the 
challenges to those denials claim one of the following: 

FCC 09-99, Declaratory 
Ruling, Nov. 18, 2009. 
 
Tower and Antenna Siting 
FAQ sheet from FCC. 
 
T-Mobile West V. Crow,  No. 
CV08-1337 (D. AZ. Dec. 16, 
2009). 

• The municipal action has the effect of “prohibiting the provision of 
personal wireless service.” 

• The municipal action unreasonably discriminates among providers of 
functionally equivalent services (i.e., cell providers claiming to be a type 
of utility so they can get the same treatment as a utility under city 
ordinance). 

http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=12160035571963342954&q=uscoc+and+marlbough&hl=en&as_sdt=3,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=12160035571963342954&q=uscoc+and+marlbough&hl=en&as_sdt=3,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=16469563464161628440&q=474+f3d+1052&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=16469563464161628440&q=474+f3d+1052&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=8069959258116449347&q=cup+denied+cell+tower+%22in+writing%22&hl=en&as_sdt=4,85,87,92,97,113,128,148,150,155,160,256,257,273,274,284,285,319,320,336,337,347,348,382
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=8069959258116449347&q=cup+denied+cell+tower+%22in+writing%22&hl=en&as_sdt=4,85,87,92,97,113,128,148,150,155,160,256,257,273,274,284,285,319,320,336,337,347,348,382
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=9989135968598194958&q=785+f3d+1253&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=9989135968598194958&q=785+f3d+1253&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
https://www.fcc.gov/general/tower-and-antenna-siting
https://www.fcc.gov/general/tower-and-antenna-siting
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?q=T-Mobile+West+v.+Crow&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24&case=6206583845674158421&scilh=0
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2. State law 
Minn. Stat. § 237.162 
Minn. Stat. § 237.163  
Chapter 94, Art.  9, 2017 
Regular Session. 
 

In addition to mirroring some of the federal law requirements, such as the 
requirement of equal treatment of all like providers, state law permits cities, 
by ordinance, to further regulate “telecommunications right-of-way users.” 

 Minnesota’s Telecom ROW Law expressly includes wireless service 
providers as telecommunications right-of-way users, making the law 
applicable to the siting of both large and small, wire-lined or wireless 
telecommunications equipment and facilities, in the rights of way. 

See further discussion of 
state law restrictions in 
Section II-A, below 
 
 
 
 
 
. 

State law places additional restrictions on the permitting and regulating of 
small wireless facilities and wireless support structure placement. 
Accordingly, cities should work with city attorneys when drafting, adopting, 
or amending their ordinance. The Telecom ROW Law still expressly 
protects local control, allowing cities to deny permits for reasonable public 
health, welfare, and safety reasons, with no definitions of or limitations on 
what qualifies as health, welfare, and safety reasons. 

 

D. Court decisions 
Minnesota Towers Inc. v. 
City of Duluth, 474 F.3d 
1052 (8th Cir. 2007). Smith 
Comm. V. Washington Cty, 
Ark., 785 F.3d 1253 (8th Cir. 
2015).  
 

The 8th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals (controlling law for Minnesota) 
recognizes that cities do indeed retain local authority over decisions 
regarding the placement and construction of towers and personal wireless 
service facilities. 

Voicestream PCSII Corp. v. 
City of St. Louis,  No. 
4:04CV732 (E.D.Mo. August 
3, 2005) (city interpretation 
of city ordinance treats 
communication facility as a 
utility). 
 

The 8th Circuit also has heard cases where a carrier or other 
telecommunications company argued they are a utility and should be treated 
as such under local ordinances. Absent a local ordinance that includes this 
type of equipment within its definition of utilities, courts do not necessarily 
deem cell towers or other personal communications services equipment 
functionally equivalent to utilities.  

 
USCOC of Greater Missouri 
v. Vill. Of Marlborough, 618 
F.Supp2d 1055, 1064  (E.D. 
Mo. 2009) (TCA explicitly 
contemplates some 
discrimination amount 
providers of functionally 
equivalent services). 

Additionally, courts have found that the federal law anticipates some 
disparate application of the law, even among those deemed functionally 
equivalent. For example, courts determined it reasonable to consider the 
location of a cell tower when deciding whether to approve tower 
construction (finding it okay to treat different locations differently), so long 
as cities do not allow one company to build a tower at a specific location at 
the exclusion of other providers. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.162
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=16469563464161628440&q=474+f3d+1052&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=16469563464161628440&q=474+f3d+1052&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=9989135968598194958&q=785+f3d+1253&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=9989135968598194958&q=785+f3d+1253&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=9989135968598194958&q=785+f3d+1253&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=4566996627355371468&q=voicestream+pcsii+city+of+st+louis&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=4566996627355371468&q=voicestream+pcsii+city+of+st+louis&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=12160035571963342954&q=USCOC+of+Greater+Missouri+v.+Vill+of+Marlbough&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=12160035571963342954&q=USCOC+of+Greater+Missouri+v.+Vill+of+Marlbough&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24


RELEVANT LINKS: 

League of Minnesota Cities Information Memo:   11/29/2017  
Cell Towers, Small Cell Technologies & Distributed Antenna Systems  Page 6 

 

E. City approaches  
 
 
For regulation of 
telecommunications right-of-
way users, see Appendix A, 
Sample Ordinances and 
Agreements. 
 

Regulation of placement of cell towers and personal wireless services can 
occur through an ordinance. The Minnesota ROW Law provides cities with 
comprehensive authority to manage their rights of way. With the unique 
application of federal law to telecommunications and the recent changes to 
state law, along with siting requests for locations both in and out of rights of 
way, many cities find having a separate telecommunications right-of-way 
user ordinance (in addition to a right-of-way ordinance) allows cities to 
better regulate towers and other telecommunications equipment, as well as 
collocation of small wireless facilities and support structures. 

 
 
 

Some cities also have modified the definitions in their ordinances to exclude 
cell towers, telecommunications, wireless systems, DAS, small cell 
equipment, and more from utilities to counter the cell industry’s requests for 
equal treatment or more lenient zoning under the city’s zoning ordinances. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Minn. Stat. 237.163, Subd. 2 
(f). Chapter 94, Art. 9, 2017 
Regular Session. 

In addition to adopting specific regulations, many city zoning ordinances 
recognize structures as conditional uses requiring a permit (or many of these 
regulations include a provision for variances, if needed). While cities may 
require special permits or variances to their zoning for siting of large cell 
facilities, under state law, small wireless facilities and wireless support 
structures accommodating those small wireless facilities are deemed a 
permitted use. The only exception to the presumed, permitted use for small 
wireless is that a city may require a special or conditional land use permit to 
install a new wireless support structure in a residentially zoned or historic 
district. Cities will want to review their zoning to make sure it complies with 
the Minnesota ROW Law. 

 

II. Deployment of small cell technologies and 
DAS 

 

Small cell equipment and DAS both transmit wireless signals to and from a 
defined area to a larger cell tower. They are often installed at sites that 
support cell coverage either within a large cell area that has high coverage 
needs or at sites within large geographic areas that have poor cell coverage 
overall. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
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Situational needs dictate when cell providers use small cell towers, as 
opposed to DAS technology. Generally, cell providers install small cell 
towers when they need to target specific indoor or outdoor areas like 
stadiums, hospitals, or shopping malls. DAS technology, alternatively, uses a 
small radio unit and an antenna (that directly link to an existing large cell 
tower via fiber optics). Installation of a DAS often involves cell providers 
using the fiber within existing utility structures to link to its larger cell tower. 
Cities sometimes are asked to provide the power needed for the radios, 
which the city can negotiate into the leasing agreement with the cell 
provider. 

 

A. Additional zoning and permitting needs under 
state law 

Minn. Stat. § 237.162. 
Minn. Stat. § 237.163. 
Chapter 94, Art.  9, 2017 
Regular Session. 
See Appendix A, Sample 
Ordinances and Agreements.  

Historically, many cities’ ordinances address large cell sites, but not small 
cell towers or DAS. With the recent changes to state law, cities should work 
with their city attorney to review their ordinances in consideration of the 
new statutory permit process for the siting of small wireless facilities. 

 
See League FAQ on 
Minnesota 2017 
Telecommunication Right of 
Way User Amendments (July 
2017). 
 
 
 
 
 

Cities can charge rent (up to a cap for small wireless siting) under the statute 
for placement of cell technology or DAS on existing or newly installed 
support structures, like poles or water towers; and, also, can enter into a 
separate agreement to address issues not covered by state law or ordinance. 
Cities should work with their city attorney to get assistance with drafting 
these agreements and any additional documents, like a bill of sale (for 
transfer of pole from carrier to city), if necessary. 

See Appendix A, Sample 
Ordinances and Agreements 
 
 

The terms and conditions of these agreements, called collocation 
agreements, for siting of small wireless facilities, most likely will mirror 
agreements formerly referred to as master licensing agreements, often 
including provisions such as: 

 • Definitions of scope of permitted uses. 
• Establishment of right-of-way rental fee (note statutory limitations). 
• Protection of city resources. 
• Provision of contract term (note statutory limitations). 
• Statement of general provisions. 
• Maintenance and repair terms. 
• Indemnity provisions. 
• Insurance and casualty. 
• Limitation of liability provision. 
• Terms for removal. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.162
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
http://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/TelcoRightOfWayUserAmendments.pdf
http://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/TelcoRightOfWayUserAmendments.pdf
http://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/TelcoRightOfWayUserAmendments.pdf
http://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/TelcoRightOfWayUserAmendments.pdf
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 State law does not require a separate agreement, and some cities have chosen 
to put these provisions in their ordinance or permit instead.  For cities that 
choose to have a separate agreement in place, they must develop and make 
that agreement publicly available no later than November 31, 2017 (six 
months after the effective date of this act) or three months after receiving a 
small wireless facility permit application from a wireless service provider. 
The agreement must be made available in a substantially complete form; 
however, the parties to the small wireless facility collocation agreement can 
incorporate additional mutually agreed upon terms and conditions. The law 
classifies any small wireless facility collocation agreement between a local 
government unit and a wireless service provider as public data, not on 
individuals, making those agreements accessible to the public under 
Minnesota’s Data Practices Law. 

Minn. Stat. § 237.162 
Minn. Stat. § 237.163 
Chapter 94, Art.  9, 2017 
Regular Session. 

Additionally, the new amendments to Minnesota’s Telecom ROW Law set 
forth other requirements that apply only to small cell wireless facility 
deployment. The 2017 amendments changed Minnesota’s ROW Law 
significantly, the details, of which, can be found in the League’s FAQ on 
Minnesota 2017 Telecommunication Right of Way User Amendments (July 
2017). However, after the amendments, the law now generally provides: 

See League FAQ on 
Minnesota 2017 
Telecommunication Right of 
Way User Amendments (July 
2017). 

• A presumption of permitted use in all zoning districts, except in districts 
zoned residential or historical districts. 

• The requirement that cities issue or deny small wireless facility requests 
within 90 days, with a tolling period allowed upon written notice to the 
applicant, within 30 days of receipt of the application. 

• An allowance to batch applications (simultaneously submit a group of 
applications), with the limitation to not exceed 15 small wireless requests 
for substantially similar equipment on similar types of wireless support 
structures within a two-mile radius. 

• Rent not to exceed $150 per year with option of an additional $25 for 
maintenance and allowances for electricity, if cities do not require 
separate metering. 

• The limitation that cities cannot ask for information already provided by 
the same applicant in another small cell wireless facility application, as 
identified by the applicant, by reference number to those other 
applications. 

• A restriction that the height of wireless support structures cannot exceed 
50 feet, unless the city agrees otherwise. 

• A restriction that wireless facilities constructed in the right of way may 
not extend more than 10 feet above an existing wireless support structure 
in place. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.162
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
https://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/TelcoRightOfWayUserAmendments.pdf
https://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/TelcoRightOfWayUserAmendments.pdf
https://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/TelcoRightOfWayUserAmendments.pdf
https://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/TelcoRightOfWayUserAmendments.pdf
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 • A prohibition on moratoriums with respect to filing, receiving, or 
processing applications for right-of-way or small wireless facility 
permits; or issuing or approving right-of-way or small wireless facility 
permits. For cities that did not have a right-of-way ordinance in place on 
or before May 18, 2017, the prohibition on moratoria does not take effect 
until January 1, 2018, giving those cities an opportunity to enact an 
ordinance regulating its public rights-of-way. 

 NOTE: These additional state law requirements do NOT apply to collocation 
on structures owned, operated maintained or served by municipal utilities. 
Also, the small wireless statutory requirements do not invalidate agreements 
in place at the time of enactment of the 2017 amendments (May 31, 2017). 

47 U.S.C. § 332 (commonly 
known as Section332 of 
Telecommunications Act).  

The siting of DAS or new small cell technologies also must comply with the 
same restrictions under federal law that apply to large cell sitings. 
Specifically, a city: 

FCC 09-99, Declaratory 
Ruling (Nov. 18, 2009). 
 
 
FCC 14-153, Report & Order 
(October 21, 2014). 

• May not unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally 
equivalent services.  

• May not regulate in a manner that prohibits or has the effect of 
prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services.  

• Must act on applications within a reasonable time. 
• Must make any denial of an application in writing supported by 

substantial evidence in a written record. 
 Because of the complexities in the state law and the overlay of federal 

regulations, some cities have found it a best practice to adopt or amend a 
telecommunications right-of-way ordinance separate from their general 
right-of-way management ordinance. Cities that do not choose to adopt 
separate ordinances, at a minimum, should work with their attorney to 
review and amend their existing right-of-way ordinances, if necessary, to 
accommodate for telecommunications right-of-way users and the recent state 
law amendments for small wireless facilities. For example, since state law 
now recognizes small wireless facilities as a permitted use, zoning 
ordinances that require conditional use permits for these facilities likely will 
need amending. 

 
 
 
 
 
Minn. Stat. § 237.163, 
Subd.3a(f). 
Chapter 94, Art.  9, 2017 
Regular Session. 
 
See Appendix A, Sample 
Ordinances and Agreements. 

Since wireless providers seek to attach their small cell and DAS equipment 
to city-owned structures, many cities choose to have a separate agreement in 
place to address terms and conditions not included in ordinances or permits. 
If the city chooses to do so, the law requires the city to have these 
agreements available in a substantial form so applicants can anticipate the 
terms and conditions. Again, cities should work with the city attorney to 
draft a template agreement governing attachment of wireless facilities to 
municipally owned structures in the right of way. 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/332
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-09-99A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-14-153A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-14-153A1.pdf
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
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 With the nationwide trend encouraging deployment of these new 
technologies, if a city denies an application, it must do so in writing and 
provide detailed reasonable findings that document the health, welfare, and 
safety reasons for the denial. With the unique circumstances of each 
community often raising concerns about sitings, cities may benefit from 
proactively working with providers. 

 

B. Modifications of existing telecommunication 
structures 

Section 6409(a) of the 
Middle Class Tax Relief and 
Joe Creation Act of 2012, 
codified at 47 U.S.C. § 1455. 
 
 
FCC Public Notice AD 12-
2047 (January 25, 2013). 
 

If a siting request proposes modifications to and/or collocations of wireless 
transmission equipment on existing FCC-regulated towers or base stations, 
then federal law further limits local municipal control. Specifically, federal 
law requires cities to grant requests for modifications or collocation to 
existing FCC-regulated structures when that modification would not 
“substantially change” the physical dimensions of the tower or base station. 

FCC 14-153, Report & Order 
(October 21, 2014). 

The FCC has established guidelines on what “substantially change the 
physical dimensions” means and what constitutes a “wireless tower or base 
station.”  

FCC Public Notice AD 12-
2047 (January 25, 2013). 

Once small cell equipment or antennas gets placed on that pole, then the pole 
becomes a telecommunication structure subject to federal law and FCC 
regulations. Accordingly, after allowing collocation once, the city then must 
comply with the more restrictive federal laws that allow modifications to 
these structures that do not substantially change the physical dimensions of 
the pole, like having equipment from the other cell carriers.  

FCC Public Notice AD 12-
2047 (January 25, 2013). 
 
City of Arlington Texas, et. 
al. V. FCC, et. al., 133 S.Ct. 
1863, 1867 (2013) (90 days 
to process collocation 
application and 150 days to 
process all other applications, 
relying on §332(c)(7)(B)(ii)). 

Under this law, it appears cities cannot ask an applicant who is requesting 
modification for documentation information other than how the modification 
impacts the physical dimensions of the structure. Accordingly, 
documentation illustrating the need for such wireless facilities or justifying 
the business decision likely cannot be requested. Of course, as with the other 
siting requests, state and local zoning authorities must take prompt action on 
these siting applications for wireless facilities (60-day shot clock rule). 

This model ordinance and 
other information can be 
found at National 
Association of Counties 
Website.  

Two wireless industry associations, the WIA (formerly known as the PCIA) 
and CTIA, collaborated with the National League of Cities, the National 
Association of Counties, and the National Association of 
Telecommunications Officers and Advisors to: (1) develop a model 
ordinance and application for reviewing eligible small cell/DAS facilities 
requests under federal law; (2) discuss and distribute wireless siting best 
practices; (3) create a checklist that local government officials can use to 
help streamline the review process; and (4) hold webinars regarding the 
application process. 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/1455
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/1455
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/1455
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/47/1455
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DA-12-2047A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DA-12-2047A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-14-153A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-14-153A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DA-12-2047A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DA-12-2047A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DA-12-2047A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DA-12-2047A1.pdf
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=8614546201508695232&q=133+s.ct+1863&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=8614546201508695232&q=133+s.ct+1863&hl=en&as_sdt=6,24
http://www.naco.org/sites/default/files/Model-Ord-NACo.pdf
http://www.naco.org/sites/default/files/Model-Ord-NACo.pdf
http://www.naco.org/sites/default/files/Model-Ord-NACo.pdf
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III. Moratoriums  
 The cellular industry often challenges moratoriums used to stall placement 

of cell towers, as well as small cell/DAS technology, until cities can address 
regulation of these structures. Generally, these providers argue that these 
moratoriums do one of the following: 

 • Prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal 
wireless services. 

• Violate federal law by failing to act on an application within a reasonable 
time. 

Minn. Stat. § 237.163, Subd. 
2(d). Chapter 94, Art.  9, 
2017 Regular Session. 
 
 

State law now prohibits moratoriums with respect to: (1) filing, receiving, or 
processing applications for right-of-way or small wireless facility permits; or 
(2) issuing or approving right-of-way or small wireless facility permits.  For 
cities that did not have an ordinance enabling it to manage its right-of-way 
on or before May 18, 2017, the prohibition on moratoria does not take effect 
until January 1, 2018, giving those cities an opportunity to enact an 
ordinance regulating its public rights-of-way. 

 

IV. Conclusion 
 With the greater use of calls and data associated with mobile technology, 

cities likely will see more new cell towers, as well as small cell 
technology/DAS requests. Consequently, it would make sense to proactively 
review city regulations to ensure consistency with federal and state law, 
while still retaining control over the deployment of structures and the use of 
rights of way. 

 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=237.163
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=94&year=2017&type=0#laws.9.12.0
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Appendix A: Sample Ordinances and Sample Agreements 
 
 
Many cities address cell towers in their ordinances already. For informational purposes only, 
the links below reference some telecommunications facilities ordinances in Minnesota. 
PLEASE NOTE, these ordinances reflect each city’s unique circumstances and may pre-date 
the 2017 Legislative Session which, then, would not have considered the amendments to Minn. 
Stat. §§ 237.162, 237.163 when drafted.  

Sample Telecommunications Ordinances 
Revised Model Right-of-Way Ordinance 
 
City of Edina (predates 2017 amendments) 
Ordinance: (Chapter 34: Telecommunications) 
 
City of Brainerd 
Memo to Planning Commission from City Planner, July 13, 2017 Re: Draft Ordinance: 
Section 35: Anetennas and Towers 
 
City of Minneapolis  
Ordinance: (Amendment to Ordinance to accommodate Small Cell/DAS equipment) 
CPED Staff Report, City of Minneapolis regarding Amendment  
 
City of Bloomington 
Ordinance: (Part II City Code, Chapter 17: Streets and Rights-of-Way) 
Ordinance: (No. 2017-16, Amending Section 14.03 of the City Code Concerning the Permit 
Fee) 
Permit: Small Cell Permit 
 

 
 
 

Sample Collocation Agreement for DAS/Small Call 
Texas City Attorney Association 
Addendum to Local Gov. Code, Chapter 283 
 
San Antonio, Texas 
 
Boston, Massachusetts 
 
San Francisco, California 
 
League of Minnesota Cities Model Small Wireless Facility Collocation Agreement 
 

 

http://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/RightOfWayRegulation.docx
https://www.municode.com/library/mn/edina/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=SPBLADERE_CH34TE
http://www.ci.brainerd.mn.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/1118?fileID=6487
http://www.ci.brainerd.mn.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/1118?fileID=6487
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-141901.pdf
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-141901.pdf
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Minnesota/bloomington_mn/bloomingtonminnesotacodeofordinances?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:bloomington_mn
https://www.bloomingtonmn.gov/sites/default/files/ord_2017-16.pdf
https://www.bloomingtonmn.gov/sites/default/files/ord_2017-16.pdf
http://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/SmallCellPermit.pdf
http://texascityattorneys.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/TML-C.-West.Ch_.283-Legislative.PUC-.History.-Long-dist.Cable-and-Wireless-outside-framework-Ch.283.-2nd-revised.05.24.20151.pdf
http://texascityattorneys.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/TML-C.-West.Ch_.283-Legislative.PUC-.History.-Long-dist.Cable-and-Wireless-outside-framework-Ch.283.-2nd-revised.05.24.20151.pdf
https://sanantonio.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2356430&GUID=7C14D0C0-8C7A-48BB-87B9-D7BFC1DEA59B
https://www.cityofboston.gov/images_documents/Copy%20of%20ATC%20Outdoor%20DAS%20LLC-license-20120112_tcm3-53261.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/agendaitems/7-15-14%20Item%2012%20Wireless%20Policy.pdf
http://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/SmallWirelessFacilityCollocation.docx
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