
Minutes of Planning & Zoning Commission  
Held on November 04, 2025 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER: 5:30 PM 

2. ROLL CALL: 

PRESENT: Kat St. Clair, Chair Terri Henson, Gary Watkins, Jillian Privett 

ABSENT: Apyrl Hutchinson 

STAFF: Kate Thomas, JR Meek 

3. AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:  

Staff recommended amending the agenda by moving Item 10a to Item 10b, thereby placing the 
communication tower discussion at the end of the agenda. 

M/S: St. Clair/ Privett  

Polled Vote – All in Favor 

4. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: None 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

a) Approval of the Planning and Zoning Commission regular meeting minutes from 
October 9, 2025.  

M/S: Privett/St. Clair 

Polled Vote – All in Favor 

6. DIRECTORS REPORT: 

Staff stated that the Director’s Report will be deferred to the next meeting due to the length of 
the current agenda and in consideration of time constraints. 

7. CORRESPONDENCE: 

a) Item 10a: Public Comment from John and Joan Sargent regarding the 12.5 Mile 
Communications Tower 

b) Item 10a: Public Comment from Jen Hatch regarding the 12.5 Mile Communications 
Tower 

c) Item 10a: Public Comment from Elizabeth Guyor regarding the 12.5 Mile 
Communications Tower 

d) Item 10a: Public Comment from Roger Haver Stock Regarding the 12.5 Mile 
Communications Tower 

e) Item 9a: Request from Frank & Cherie Young regarding the request from Teniya 
Morelli to purchase a portion of Borough-owned real property 

 



8. PERSONS TO BE HEARD: 

Public comments under Persons to Be Heard will be reserved for when the related items are 
addressed during the agenda, specifically Items 9b and 10a. 

9. NEW BUSINESS: 

a) (PH) Request from Teniya Morelli to purchase a portion of Borough-owned real 
property identified as Lot A-2 of the Presbyterian - CBW Replat, according to Plat 
No. 2025-3, zoned Open Space Public.   

M/S: Privett/St. Clair 

Move to approve the findings of fact and recommend that the Borough Assembly approve the 
sale of a portion of Lot A-2 of the Presbyterian – CBW Replat, as requested by the adjoining 
property owner, subject to the conditions of approval outlined in the staff report. 

Staff provided background on the property adjacent to the Church and explained its significance 
in relation to the applicant’s request. Mr. Morelli is seeking to purchase the property for the 
purpose of expanding his existing residential lot to construct a garage/shop. Staff advised that 
any proposed structure would have to meet the requirements of the residential zoning district. 
Staff also noted that all appraisal and transaction costs will be the responsibility of the applicant. 

For the record, staff acknowledged receipt of public comment from Frank and Cherie Young, who 
expressed interest in having the parcel placed into a public auction process. Staff clarified that 
the Assembly holds the authority to decline the sale and refund the application fee, at which 
point Mr. and Mrs. Young would have the opportunity to speak further on the matter. 

Watkins inquired about the location and dimensions of the property. Staff confirmed that the 
applicant is seeking to purchase a portion of an existing lot and confirmed that it is not the entire 
lot. While a survey is necessary, staff anticipate that the new lot line will be drawn near an 
existing utility easement.  

Polled Vote – All in Favor 

b) (PH) Request from Alaska Marine Lines to lease Borough-owned tidelands 
identified as ATS 1143 according to Plat No. 80-10 (APN 03-010-300) and Borough-
owned real property identified as Lot 4 of USS 3534, according to Plat No. 29-20 
(APN 03-010-220), zoned Waterfront Development.   
 

Public Hearing Opened 
 
Sylvia Ettefagh spoke in regard to the item. She stated that, to her understanding, this action 
appears to be part of an ongoing process related to the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), 
rather than a finalized agreement. She emphasized that she had attended the recent workshop 
and recalled that the MOU had been signed by the Assembly and Alaska Marine Lines (AML) as a 
commitment to continue working toward a solution for the barge, not as a finalized or binding 
resolution. 

Joan Sargent also addressed the Commission. She inquired whether the request under 
consideration is being processed as a Conditional Use Permit or involves a similar type of land 
use action, such as a lease. Joan also commented on the desire to see a buffer in place to separate 
industrial use from other surrounding uses.  



Public Hearing Closed 
 
M/S: Privett/Watkins 

Move to approve the findings of fact and recommend that the Borough Assembly approve the 
Alaska Marine Lines application for a 30-year tidelands lease at the Six-Mile Deep Water 
Port (former Sawmill), subject to the conditions of approval outlined in the staff report. 

Staff reported that they received an application from Alaska Marine Lines that included both a 
lease request and a statement of purpose, which outlined the applicant's intent to construct 
marine infrastructure to serve the cargo facilities. In response to public comments, staff stated 
that the prospective lease does not guarantee that the freight and cargo facility will be relocated 
from downtown to this site. However, this is a necessary step in the continued evaluation of 
design options, with the former mill property serving as a viable option.  Staff referenced the 
Borough's plans to seek funding through the EDA Disaster Supplemental Grant to support 
uplands infrastructure along the Waterfront and Deep-Water port. This effort would be 
complementary to the proposed marine infrastructure of the applicant. 

Staff explained that the tidelands requested by Alaska Marine Lines (AML) are currently 
classified as restricted by state statute, specifically the 820-825 conveyances (Patent 392). In the 
case of the requested tidelands, the Borough may not sell the property or prohibit public access 
along the waterway. However, the Borough may lease the property or utilize it for other 
purposes. Additional maps and reference materials were provided for Commission review.  

Staff stated that this action is the first step in getting a lease agreement in place. The land must 
be approved for leasing before authorizing the Borough Manager to enter into lease negotiations. 
Staff stated that the proposal aligns with the goals outlined in the Waterfront Development 
Master Plan.  

Staff advised that final lease approval will be subject to legal review by the Borough Attorney, 
and that the applicant will be responsible for obtaining all required permits, conducting 
necessary surveys, and ensuring full compliance with applicable local, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Watkins asked whether the amount of space being considered was based on a confirmed need or 
just an estimate. Staff provided maps that show the prospective tidelands for lease and stated 
that additional uplands may be included in the leased area. A survey may be conducted to 
determine the exact boundaries of the lease.  

Polled Vote – All in Favor 

10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 

A) Final Review of a Planned Unit Development Application and Subdivision Plat for Lot D 
of the Torgramsen-Austin Subdivision according to Plat No. 2017-1, zoned Zimovia 
Highway Mixed Use, owned and requested by Southeast Alaska Regional Health 
Consortium.  

Public Hearing Opened 

M/S: Privett/Watkins 

Move to approve the findings of fact and final staff report for the Southeast Alaska Regional 
Health Consortium Planned Unit Development and Subdivision for Lot D of the Torgramsen-



Austin Subdivision (Plat 2017-1), confirming that all prior conditions of approval have been 
met, and to recommend that the Borough Assembly approve the final Planned Unit 
Development and Subdivision Plat for recordation. 

Staff provided an overview of the final review process, including updated information related to 
the easement and associated easement agreement, both of which were included in the meeting 
packet. Staff explained that the plat will be recorded first, after which the easement agreement 
will be finalized and filed. 

Staff confirmed that they have been in ongoing communication with SEARHC to finalize and 
clarify plat notes that were previously discussed during earlier Planning and Zoning Commission 
meeting, addressing Commissioners’ concerns. The final plat has been reviewed and signed, and 
staff notes that it is scheduled to be forwarded to the Borough Assembly for formal approval at 
their next regular meeting. All conditions of the preliminary review have been satisfied.  

In closing, staff expressed their appreciation to SEARHC for their diligence and professionalism 
throughout the working PUD process, and for their willingness to collaborate on details in 
response to Commissioners’ questions and feedback during prior reviews. 

Polled Vote – All in Favor 

B) (PH) Conditional Use Permit application to construct a communication tower on Lot 8, 
Block 5 of the Wrangell Island West Subdivision, according to Plat No. 83-11 (APN 03-022-
170), zoned Rural Residential 1, owned by Rick Andersen, requested by Central Council of 
Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska.  

Public Hearing Opened 

Richard Peterson, President of Tlingit and Haida Central Council was the first to speak in support 
of the application. He provided background on the project and expressed appreciation to the City 
and Borough of Wrangell for its continued cooperation with Tidal Network and Central Council 
Tlingit & Haida. Peterson addressed recent correspondence opposing the tower, acknowledging 
community concerns and offering a public apology to those who may feel unheard. He 
emphasized that Tlingit & Haida’s intent is to collaborate with the community, not to impose 
infrastructure without consent or discussion.  

Peterson shared that he fully respects the views of those who oppose the project and welcomes 
the opportunity to engage directly with community members to address their concerns. He 
extended an open invitation for further dialogue and hoped to build mutual understanding 
around the goals and potential benefits of the telecommunications tower. He highlighted Tidal 
Network’s support during the 2023 Wrangell landslide disaster, as well as previous assistance 
provided in Haines. He stated that the parcel was selected for its low visibility and minimal 
impact on surrounding properties, and that Tidal has worked closely with the U.S. Coast Guard 
and Alaska State Troopers on coordinating communications infrastructure.  

According to Peterson, the project is not profit-driven but rather focused on improving quality of 
life and supporting sustainable communities, particularly through improved connectivity for 
remote work, healthcare, and education. Peterson closed by stating his intention to return to 
Wrangell for further community engagement and reiterated his desire to reverse the 
outmigration of residents by investing in infrastructure that supports modern living and 
professional opportunities, such as a remote work environment. 



Leilani Sanford provided oral comments, with written support. The letter detailing her 
comments is included in the minutes packet.  

Diane O’Brien also spoke in opposition. She criticized the Planning & Zoning Commission’s public 
process, stating that residents in the area had not been given sufficient opportunities to voice 
opposition to the project in previous meetings and encouraged the Commission to conduct 
stronger outreach and communication to all parties affected by this permit and future permits. 
O’Brien owns property adjacent to the proposed tower site and expressed significant concern 
over the potential health impacts associated with RF. She concluded by urging the Commission to 
deny the permit. 

Joan Sargent spoke next, expanding upon the concerns outlined in her previously submitted 
written correspondence. She reiterated her preference for Starlink as an alternative solution that 
offers broadband service without intrusive visual or structural impacts. Sargent questioned the 
applicant’s claims regarding collaboration with the Coast Guard, stating she had reason to 
believe that coordination had not occurred. She also referenced a recent informational meeting 
hosted by the applicant, stating that she “tried to be listened to” but felt she was not heard based 
on dismissive comments from T&H staff. Joan then presented a photograph (included in written 
comments) of her residence, illustrating the tower’s projected location and proximity to her 
home, stating the visual impact would be “unavoidable.” She also contested the staff's findings of 
fact and the applicant's submittals, emphasizing that the tower could not be obscured by 
vegetation due to its height. 

Sargent expressed concern about outdated Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
regulations and referenced an ongoing 2021 lawsuit challenging the adequacy of federal 
standards related to cell tower safety. She further requested that if the permit is approved, the 
Borough requires the applicant to provide sanitary facilities for on-site workers during 
construction and maintenance. Sargent concluded by stating that the tower would have a direct 
and negative impact on her property value and appraisal, potentially affecting her ability to sell 
her home at its current market value, and urged the Commission to deny the permit. 

Sylvia Ettefagh addressed the Commission and began by expressing appreciation for the 
opportunity to hear so much public input and community feedback during the meeting. She 
acknowledged and commended Tlingit & Haida’s involvement during the 2023 landslide 
disaster, particularly their coordination of Starlink satellite service to enhance communications 
in the affected area. Sylvia noted that many residents relied on Starlink’s proven reliability 
during that time, which led to a broader adoption of the service among residents in remote areas. 

Ettefagh stated that she had personally spoken with property owners residing around 12 Mile 
and 13 Mile and reported that she had collected 49 letters from residents in opposition of the 
proposed tower. She emphasized that the majority of property owners in the vicinity do not 
support the construction and expressed concern about long-term implications to the community. 
She reiterated her concerns about RF exposure, acknowledging that while scientific findings 
remain inconclusive, the mere presence of uncertainty should prompt caution, especially in 
consideration of families and children living in the area. Despite her opposition, she thanked 
Tlingit & Haida for their intent to partner with the community and for being open to 
communication. 

Ettefagh suggested Woronofski Island as a potential alternative site for the tower that would 
minimize intrusion into residential areas. She respectfully asked the Commission to carefully 



consider whether the proposed tower offers a meaningful benefit and ultimately requests that 
the Conditional Use Permit be denied. 

Rick Andersen, property owner of the parcel under consideration, addressed the Commission. He 
noted that the proposed tower would be well within the property boundaries and compliant 
with zoning requirements. Andersen states that similar towers exist throughout the country and 
that this could be a valuable opportunity to expand communications access for members of the 
community who currently lack service. He expressed appreciation for the professionalism of 
Tidal Network and spoke positively of their presentation and intent. 

Tyler Riberio returned to speak further in opposition to the proposal. He cited specific findings of 
fact from the application, noting that the staff report itself had identified limited-service demand 
in the area. Riberio argued that the need for expanded service was unsubstantiated and that 
existing providers are adequately serving the community. He also read directly from sections of 
the Municipal Code, referencing rural zoning regulations that discourage high-intensity 
infrastructure incompatible with low-density, residential properties. He cited language 
addressing uncharacteristic land uses and potential adverse impacts on neighboring properties. 
He concluded his remarks by urging the Commission to reject the permit request. 

Olivia Strano spoke in opposition, stating that the proposed tower would not extend coverage to 
her residence and expressing concern regarding the necessity and impact of the tower’s 
construction. She requested that the Commission deny the permit. 

Charlie Hazel thanked Tlingit & Haida for their support during the landslide disaster and 
acknowledged their desire to improve communication infrastructure. However, he expresses 
strong support for Starlink services, which he describes as effective and increasingly relied upon 
by emergency responders and remote residents alike. 

Hazel expressed concern that cell towers, due to limited coverage, often require multiple 
installations across a region. He stated that there is no current need for an additional tower, 
especially with AP&T already installing fiber optic upgrades to expand high-speed internet 
access throughout Wrangell. He reiterated that existing services are already meeting public 
needs. 

Sargent asked for clarification regarding whether the proposed tower site was located within 
Zimovia Highway Mixed Use zoning regulation. Chair Henson responded that it is not; the site is 
zoned Rural Residential 1 (RR-1). 

Public Hearing Closed 

M/S: Privett/St. Clair 

Move to approve the findings of fact and the Conditional Use Permit request submitted by 
Tidal Network (Central Council of the Tlingit & Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska) to construct a 
230-foot telecommunications tower on Lot 8, Block 5, Wrangell Island West Subdivision 
(Plat 83-11), subject to the findings and conditions of approval identified in the staff report. 

Staff began by expressing appreciation to both community members and Tlingit & Haida for their 
engagement, thoughtful dialogue, and the time dedicated to discussions surrounding the 
proposed telecommunications tower. Staff outlined the legal framework governing the review of 
Conditional Use Permits within the Rural Residential 1 zoning district and emphasized the 
importance of maintaining consistency with the Municipal Code. 



Staff clarified that the proposed tower is not considered a public facility use under the Municipal 
Code. The role of the Planning & Zoning Commission is to determine whether the proposed use 
meets the applicable criteria and to either approve or deny the application based on the criteria 
detailed in the Wrangell Municipal Code. Staff emphasized that if the Commission chooses to 
deny the application, it cannot impose conditions or request changes as part of that denial; 
conditions can only be applied in the event of approval. 

A background summary of the proposal was provided. Staff noted that the initial application had 
been rejected by the Commission due to a lack of supplemental materials addressing public 
concerns, particularly related to lighting and overall height of the tower. In the revised 
application, Tidal Network reduced the tower height from 250 feet to 230 feet and submitted 
additional materials, including Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)-required RF studies, 
enhanced lighting specifications, and visual impact assessments on surrounding neighborhoods. 

Although staff did not recommend conditions in this instance, they acknowledged the public 
comment submitted by Joan Sargent regarding the need for sanitation facilities for workers on 
site. Staff reiterated that the proposed structure is a privately-operated telecommunications 
facility and confirmed that the materials submitted were sufficient to satisfy Borough review 
procedures.  

Staff also highlighted that if the tower is not in use for a period exceeding twelve consecutive 
months, it must be deconstructed, and the site restored to its original condition, in accordance 
with conditions outlined in the findings report.  

Watkins asks whether the permit would be forwarded to the Borough Assembly or if this is the 
end point for the permit’s review/approval. Staff responded that if the Commission approves the 
Conditional Use Permit, the permit will be issued. Prior to construction, the applicant/developer 
would be required to submit a building permit application, which undergoes planning 
administrative review and approval. The Borough Assembly would not be required to review the 
permit. However, if the permit is denied, then the applicant has the opportunity to appeal. In that 
case, the Borough Assembly would sit as the Board of Adjustments.  

Staff reiterated that all findings and recommendations are based strictly on compliance with the 
Municipal Code and its impact on the area. Chair Henson reminded the Commission that its 
decision should not be influenced by the profitability of the project or the applicant’s business 
model. Rather, the Commission must focus on whether the proposal aligns with the Borough’s 
regulatory standards. 

St. Clair expressed concern that the proposed tower would have minimal impact on improving 
communications for the area and questioned whether the infrastructure could become obsolete 
in the near future. She also expressed specific concerns about the lighting and how it might 
negatively affect neighboring residences. Chair Henson responded that while she could not 
determine the future viability of the tower, she clarified that FAA lighting requirements direct 
the beacon light upward for visibility by aircraft and are not oriented downward toward homes. 

Privett thanked Tlingit & Haida for their efforts in hosting informational hearings and for their 
willingness to address public concern and criticism. She echoed concerns about lighting. Privett 
expressed difficulty in making a final decision, recognizing both sides of the argument. She 
encouraged Tidal Network to host additional public meetings or workshops to explore 
alternative tower locations that might better address the concerns of nearby residents and meet 
the needs of the broader community. 



Staff concluded by thanking all participants for their time, public comments, and ongoing 
engagement with the issue. They acknowledged the importance of community input in shaping 
decisions related to infrastructure and neighborhood development, particularly when evaluating 
potential mitigating measures. Staff reminded the Commission that they could implement 
additional conditions if they felt it would adequately mitigate the adverse effects of the use.  

Polled Vote – Motion denied. Watkins, Privett, St. Clair voted no. Chair Henson voted yes. 

11. COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS:  

Following the denial of the Conditional Use Permit for the telecommunications tower, staff state 
that they will need to submit a written analysis detailing the basis for the Commission decision. 
Staff conferred with the Commission to determine which criteria had not been satisfied. Because 
the staff report findings were not approved, a record of decision must be written and supplied to 
the applicant. The Commissioner confirmed that the height of the tower and the visual impacts of 
the structure and light were the basis of their decision.   

Staff will also schedule a follow-up meeting with the Commission to review and approve the 
Commissioner’s Report documenting the findings and formal basis for the denial of Tidal 
Network’s application. 

Chair Henson noted she will be absent from the next scheduled Planning and Zoning Meeting.  

12. ADJOURNMENT: 7:55 PM 

 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: _________________________________________  _____________________________________________ 
     J.R. Meek, Secretary     Terri Henson, Chair 



 
 
 
 
 

November 3, 2025 
 
RE: Statement of Support for Proposed Tower at 56.320425, -132.340134, Wrangell, AK  

Dear Mr. Cropley, 

This letter is to provide a statement of support to you, Tidal Network, a department of the Central 
Council of the Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska (“Tidal”), for the proposed cellular tower 
and communications facility located at 56.320425, -132.340134, Wrangell, AK. The Alaska 
Wireless Network, LLC (“AWN”) has a strong interest in leasing space on the proposed tower and 
ground space to enhance our communications network. 
 
AWN would consider making future plans to lease this tower and ground space to construct, 
maintain, and operate a technical facility and related communications equipment in conjunction with 
our operation as a communications provider. AWN fully supports Tidal in their endeavor to establish 
a tower and communications facility in Wrangell, Alaska. 
 
AWN will comply with all applicable FCC rules, local permitting requirements, and tower safety 
protocols. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to collaborate with Tidal Network to expand the offering of our 
communications services to the community. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 Tom Ditterick 
 
Tom Ditterick 
 
GCI | Site Acquisition Specialist 
2550 Denali Street, Suite 1000 | Anchorage, AK 99503 
🕿🕿 541.740.9340| 🖳🖳 www.gci.com 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

The Alaska Wireless Network, LLC. 
2550 Denali Street, Suite 1000 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

https://www.gci.com/
































Outlook

Letter asking for denial of Tidal permit

From ELIZABETH FORTNER <fina2@aol.com>
Date Sat 11/1/2025 3:14 PM
To Kathleen Thomas <kthomas@wrangell.com>

Hi Kate,

I am unable to tune in to the Zoom meeting on Tuesday but Sylvia suggested that I write a
letter voicing my concerns and so here it is… 

Best~Liz

***************************************************************************
******

Dear Planning and Zoning Commissioners,

At your last Planning and Zoning meeting, the petition to install a 100 ft. tall cellular
tower was declined. Tidal was directed to confer with residents of the area and to provide
base and additional information about this project to the residents “out the road.”  This
was to happen before Tidal reapplied for a permit.  

That has not happened.

Considering that Tidal has now reapplied, and is asking for a 250’ tower, my neighbors
and I believe that they absolutely do not care about what the residents want or need.

I urge the permitting authorities and relevant agencies to deny the proposal in its current
form and require the company to provide verifiable, independent evidence that:

1.    There is an actual service gap necessitating such an installation, and

2.    No less intrusive, lower-elevation, or smaller-scale alternatives exist.

As Wrangell residents, we deserve transparency and genuine public input—not a corporate
project disguised as a community need. 
 
Please deny the current request for the cell tower as it now stands.
 
Sincerely, 
 
Elizabeth Fortner Guyor



November, 3, 2025

To: Planning and Zoning Commission:

Re: Proposed Tidal Tower

As a resident in the impacted area of the proposed cell/5G tower, I would like to register my 
opposition to the project.  

Additionally, no one I know that lives out here is in favor of this project.   Tidal, to my knowledge, has 
not performed any community outreach for our input.  The need for this project does not exist. What 
will be our impact during construction?  Increased traffic and noise and disruption for an unspecified 
time frame.  After construction we have a massive unsightly tower that uses a technology that will be 
supplanted  and likely obsolete by satellite internet and phone services in the next few years.

The perceived improvement in connectivity doesn't significantly increase speed, reduce our costs or 
improve reliability.  The huge amount of investment (albeit private/tribal) just doesn't justify the 
perceived  benefits.  The expenditures could be better allocated to a larger pool of beneficiaries.  
Having a tower/project that provides 5 g internet to very few people is wasteful and irresponsible.

As a benefit to Wrangell as a whole, does this project create any full time jobs?  Significantly increase 
the tax base?  

I would urge either the denial of this permit or request that you require more definitive information 
and studies that the prove tower fills a needed service that cannot be accomplished in less intrusive 
ways.

Regards,

JAH

Jenn Hatch

PO Box 721

Physical: 11.7 Zimovia Highway

Wrangell, AK



Outlook

13 MILE TOWER

From Arlene's Mac Pro <fvvenus@aptalaska.net>
Date Fri 10/24/2025 6:52 PM
To Kathleen Thomas <KTHOMAS@wrangell.com>

YES ON THE TOWER !!













To	my	fellow	citizens	on	Wrangell	serving	on	the	Planning	and	Zoning	Comission,	

I	am	writing	to	express	my	strong	opposition	to	the	proposed	construction	of	a	250-foot	cellular	tower	at	approximately	
12.8	mile	in	Wrangell,	Alaska.	This	project	raises	serious	concerns	about	transparency,	necessity,	and	community	impact.	
A	tower	of	this	magnitude	will	permanently	alter	the	natural	and	visual	landscape	of	the	Wrangell	area,	introducing	an	
industrial	eyesore	and	potential	environmental	and	safety	concerns	in	a	community	that	values	its	natural	beauty	and	
residential	character.	

Tidal’s	attempt	to	frame	this	project	as	a	“public	benefit”	is	disingenuous.	The	public—the	very	residents	this	structure	
would	directly	affect—have	repeatedly	expressed	that	we	do	not	want	or	need	it.	We	already	experience	sufficient	
coverage	in	the	area,	and	no	one	requested	this	project.	It	is	not	a	public	service	when	the	public	overwhelmingly	opposes	
it.		At	the	last	meeting	Tidal	made	it	clear	that	their	tower,	once	erected,	would	be	available	to	lease	to	other	companies	
for	cell	antenna	placement,	so	clearly	there	is	more	than	public	need	that	is	driving	this	request.			

The	company	asserts	that	this	location	is	“the	best	place”	to	ensure	local	reception.	However,	it	is	difficult	to	accept	that	
claim	when	the	only	way	to	achieve	signal	viability,	by	their	account,	is	to	erect	a	250-foot	tower	in	a	low-lying	residential	
area	near	sea	level.	This	raises	legitimate	questions	about	whether	the	site	has	been	chosen	for	technical	merit	or	
corporate	convenience.		When	the	company	originally	received	grant	approval,	it	was	for	a	structure	of	approximately	
100	feet,	not	250.	To	now	propose	a	tower	more	than	twice	that	height—without	clear	justification—appears	to	represent	
a	significant	departure	from	the	original	intent	and	from	what	was	presented	to	funding	authorities	and	to	the	public.		

We	choose	to	live	“out	the	road”	because	of	the	remoteness	and	space	afforded	us	and	the	privacy	we	cherish.		We	collect	
water,	many	have	gardens,	raise	chickens…..	and	value	our	independence	from	most	city	and	town	related	conveniences.		
We	are	concerned	about	health	impacts	of	strong	RF	signals	from	this	tower	from	it’s	stated	intent	and	further	down	the	
road	when	additional	antenna	are	added	to	it.		Although	there	are	studies	that	are	inconclusive	as	to	the	negative	health	
impacts	of	RF	waves,	there	are	also	no	studies	that	prove	otherwise.			

At	the	last	Planning	and	Zoning	meeting,	their	petition	was	declined.	Your	commission	directed	Tidal	to	confer	with	
residents	of	the	area	and	to	provide	base	and	additional	information	about	this	project	to	the	residents	“out	the	road.”		
This	was	to	happen	before	Tidal	reapplied	for	a	permit.		This	has	not	happened.		Considering	Tidal	has	reapplied,	we	
believe	they	absolutely	do	not	have	the	community	in	mind.	

I	urge	the	permitting	authorities	and	relevant	agencies	to	deny	the	proposal	in	its	current	form	and	require	the	company	
to	provide	verifiable,	independent	evidence	that:	

1. There	is	an	actual	service	gap	necessitating	such	an	installation,	and	
2. No	less	intrusive,	lower-elevation,	or	smaller-scale	alternatives	exist.	

Wrangell	residents	deserve	transparency,	environmental	stewardship,	and	genuine	public	input—not	a	corporate	project	
disguised	as	a	community	need.		If	this	project	is	truly	to	serve	the	people	of	Wrangell,	perhaps	a	site	on	Woronofski	
Island	is	better	suited	for	a	tower.	

	

Sincerely,	

	

Wrangell,	Alaska	

 
Sylvia Ettefagh & John verhey 
12.8 Mile Zimovia Highway 
PO Box 2281 
 
October 5, 2025







Chair and Commissioners, thank you for the opportunity to speak. My name is Tyler 
Riberio, and I’m a resident of the affected rural area. I’m asking you to deny—or at 
minimum, deem incomplete—the conditional use permit (CUP) for the proposed cell 
tower. 

First, this project is fundamentally at odds with the purpose of this rural district: to preserve 
open viewsheds and an undeveloped character. By law, a tower of this proposed height will 
require aviation obstruction lighting. Yet the application contains no information about the 
type, intensity, or operating schedule of this lighting. In our setting—where the night sky is 
still truly dark—such lighting will be visible for miles. A white strobe by day and a pulsing 
red beacon by night will flash rhythmically against the skyline, washing the surrounding 
landscape in artificial light with every cycle. In winter, the glow will reflect off low clouds 
and snow, creating a constant halo in what is now a dark, quiet horizon. Aviation lighting 
will be the single most visible feature for miles, drawing the eye and changing the rural 
character permanently. 

The applicant has not provided a meaningful alternatives analysis—such as re-siting, 
stealth/monopine treatment, reduced height, or co-location—nor complete photo 
simulations from key public vantage points across multiple seasons and sky conditions. 
This omission leaves the public unable to see, quite literally, what is being proposed. 

This visual intrusion is not just aesthetic. The primary reason these properties are valuable 
is for their wild, scenic character. Studies in real estate economics consistently show that 
the introduction of visually intrusive infrastructure, particularly in scenic or undeveloped 
areas, can reduce nearby property values, sometimes substantially. Here, the combination 
of a tall tower, reflective antennas, and mandatory aviation lighting threatens both the 
enjoyment of the landscape and the long-term marketability of surrounding parcels. 

Second, with respect to potential public-health considerations, I am not here to claim 
settled harm—but I am asking for settled answers. A review from the Swiss Institute of 
Public Health found that research in the 6–100 GHz range (relevant to some 5G 
deployments) is still limited and that better-designed studies are needed before firm 
conclusions can be drawn. A report from the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear 
Safety Agency similarly found no confirmed evidence of harm at low-level exposures above 
6 GHz, but recommended future experimental studies with improved measurement and 
control methods. Work published by the National Institute for Public Health in Italy and 
research from the University of California both conclude that the knowledge base is 
incomplete and that additional, robust investigation is warranted before widespread 
rollouts. Even the U.S. Air Force Research Laboratory has highlighted the need for more 



realistic, methodologically strong exposure studies to fully understand potential biological 
effects. 

Third—and this is dispositive for tonight—the CUP application is incomplete. The applicant 
has not provided essential specifications for the antennas and radios proposed for 
installation: manufacturer and model numbers, frequency bands, maximum effective 
radiated power (ERP/EIRP), antenna patterns and downtilt, number of sectors, planned 
carrier aggregation, or any future-ready equipment bays. The application also omits 
aviation lighting details, despite this being a legal requirement for a tower of this height. 
Without this information, neither the public, nor the Department of Economic 
Development, nor this Planning & Zoning Commission can meaningfully evaluate 
compliance with applicable RF exposure standards, cumulative exposure from co-
location, realistic alternatives to reduce height or power, noise from active antenna 
systems, the tower’s true visual profile, or the nightscape impact from aviation lighting. 

A conditional use permit is, by definition, discretionary and impact-driven. You cannot 
make the required findings when core technical and operational information is missing. 
With these deficiencies, it is clear that the applicant does not have a fully developed plan 
of operations and cannot be permitted to construct these improvements. I therefore 
respectfully request that you: 

1. Find the application incomplete; and 

2. Require a resubmittal that includes full antenna/radio specifications, complete 
photo simulations from key viewpoints, a good-faith alternatives analysis, an 
assessment of potential property value impacts, and a full aviation lighting plan. 

Only then can the community and your staff offer informed comments on whether this 
tower—at this height, with its flashing night beacons and year-round visual presence—
belongs in a district meant to protect rural character, scenic views, and the economic value 
of open space. 

Thank you for your time. 

 





Outlook

Support of 12.5 Mile Cell Tower

From Rod Rhoades <tmad686@gmail.com>
Date Wed 10/15/2025 2:25 PM
To Kathleen Thomas <KThomas@wrangell.com>

Good Afternoon Kate,
I would like to lend my support for the installation of the Cell Tower being proposed for 12.5 Mile.

I understand that the folks who will be installing the tower have made a presentation to the public that
addresses the various concerns, i.e., height and radiation, and have demonstrated that the various
issues have been addressed to my satisfaction.

I understand that this tower will rise 250 feet and that due to the terrain and height of the standing
forest, it will be largely hidden.

As to the concern of radiation - anyone that has a cellphone/uses a cell phone experiences radiation in
excess of the tower every time the phone is used. This question was raised prior to the implementation
of WML&P’s ‘smart meters’, and I did extensive research on the subject. Consequently, I gave no fears
concerning the installation of a cell tower at 12.5 Mile.

Finally, it must be recognized that there are many cell phone ‘dead zones’ along Zimovia Highway. In
our modern world, our cell phones are now a necessary part of life, whether we are happy about that
or not. The installation of this cell tower would give cell phone life to those of us who live south of the
8 Mile Beach area, as well as anyone needing cell phone coverage in Zimovia Strait, which should be
considered an important improvement in safety reliability. Considering that we all experienced the
“slide” together, and how important communication was, I would consider installation of this cell tower
essential.

Thank you for receiving this message of support for the 12.5 Mile Cell Tower.

Regards,
Rod and Stina Rhoades 
12.7 Mile, Zimovia Highway
Wrangell, 99929

1-907-831-9066
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