Scott Carey

From: Renuka Ray <renuka.ray@freedommail.ch>

Sent: Tuesday, November 1, 2022 8:12 PM

To: Scott Carey

Subject: NTRPA Governing Board Meeting [11/03/2022] {{ltem 2 Public Comment}}

Attachments: Fall Zone.pdf; Classification of Tower Structures per ANSI-TIA-222-G, IBC, and ASCE
7.pdf

Dear NTRPA Governing Board;

I was never mailed any notice that there would be a hearing on the Ski Run Tower. I
just learned about it the afternoon of the hearing when I was at work. I hear this is a
common experience all around the entire Tahoe Rim. I really want you to consider this
comment so that more towers—such as those proposed for Incline Village and Zephyr
Cove—do not suffer the same lack of proper planning.

The tower is proposed to be 112 feet tall with a statutorily and regulatory pre-
authorized allowance for extension to ~135 feet (47 U.S.C. § 1455(a); 47 C.F.R. §
1.6100(b)(7)(1)). If this tower were to fall over, it could fall upon and kill residents
inside their own dwellings:




Measure distance
Click on the map to add to your path

Total distance: 98.36 ft (29.98 m)

e

The affected properties are some of the Needle Peak Condominiums and a lodging
structure currently being used for human habitation on the Hansen's Resort property.

Moreover, recently uploaded project plans reveal that the 12-story tower will be loaded
with 10,000 pounds of faux plastic needles in a futile attempt to disguise the
gargantuan tower as a "tree." However, none of the structural loading calculations for
the tower accounted for snow, ice, and hoar frost loading which will be substantial
considering the extreme surface area to weigh ratio of the faux plastic needles. Pine
trees regularly uproot and fall over each winter due to such extreme ice and wind loads.
This was missed by the perpetually sunny San Diego cell tower design firm(s) who
rarely if ever encounter "extreme alpine winter constraints" within their southwestern
regional business jurisdiction.

The tower's "Class II design" by definition proves it will not be built to the "class"
specification required for towers within the "fall zone" of human habituated structures.
This was completely overlooked by the City and the TRPA. A failure need not directly
crush an inhabitant in order to result in fatality. The tower may crush a critical beam or

2



other failure point of their dwelling structure which would then trigger its full or partial
collapse upon inhabitants. The tower may also knock down any one of a number of
intermediary trees which could in-turn directly crush the building's residents.

There has been yet another severe failure here by the regional and local regulatory
agencies to consider a significant aspect of the problem. This is an industrial facility
and design class being inappropriately erected in a dense residential area.

Thanks,

Renuka Ray
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PLANNING ADVISORY NOTICE

Classification of
Tower Structures per
ANSI/TIA-222-G,

IBC and ASCE 7

Preface

Application of ANSI/TIA-222-G structure classes to
communication tower design and analysis is frequent-
ly misapprehended. Risk categorization established
within ASCE 7 and IBC are historically related to build-
ing occupancy among other factors has inconsistent
correlation to communication tower use and function.
Furthermore, the comprehensive application of Class
Il categorization to communication towers with the in-
tention of increasing the reliability of wireless networks
during emergency situations frequently fails to achieve
the desired result and does not match the intent of the
ANSI/TIA-222 Standard, as accepted by the IBC.

This white paper explains structure classification rela-
tionships between ANSI/TIA-222-G, Structural Standard
for Antenna Supporting Structures and Antennas, the
International Building Code, and ASCE 7, Minimum
Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures. It
identifies the variables involved in structure classifica-
tion and further defines how those requirements are to
be applied per requirements with ANSI/TIA-222-G.

Definition of Structure Class — ANSI/TIA-222-G

The definition of Structure Class, per ANSI/TIA-222-G,
with additional commentary by the authors, is provided
below:

ANSI/TIA-222-G Definitions:

Structure Class |I:

Structures that due to height, use or location represent
a low hazard to human life and damage to property in
the event of a failure and/or used for services that are

CONTINUED ON PAGE 46

Authors: Bryan Lanier, P.E., S.E., C.W.L. (Senior Manager, Operations Engineering — American Tower Corporation),
William Garrett, PE, SECB, (Chief Engineer — American Tower Corporation). The members of the PAN Advisory Group
who are involved in the writing and researching each PAN topic include: John Erichsen Principal EET PE, Chairman
TIA committee TR 14), Scott Kisting (Senior Vice President — MUTI-Sabre Industries Telecom Services), Richard Cullum
{Program Manager — Crown Castle), Jeremy Buckles (Safety and Compliance Officer - International, SBA Communica-
tions Corporation), Craig Snyder (President, Sioux Falls Tower & Communications), and Stephanie Brewer (Compliance
Coordinator — MUTI-Sabre Industries Telecom Services). ‘

TOWERTIMES JANUARY = FEBRUARY 2017 291 LEGAL COMMITTEE ITEM NO. 3 &
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PLANNING ADVISORY NOTICE (conTinUED)

welfare associated with damage or failure by nature of
occupancy or use. Once Risk Category is established,
importance factors are to be applied based on ASCE
7-10, Table 1.5-2. These importance factors are includ-
ed in the derivation of design loads for flood, wind,
snow, earthquake, and ice applied to the structure
during design and analysis. The different Risk Catego-
ries can be paraphrased/commented as follows:

Risk Category I: Failure results in low hazard to the
public.

Risk Category lI: Structures that do not fall within Risk
Categories |, lil and IV.

Risk Category llI: Failure results in a substantial risk to
the public. These structures can be thought of as being
needed during times of emergency (e.g. hospitals,
police stations, water treatment facilities) or supporting
large population centers (e.g. malls, schools). Failure,
while creating significant problems to the public, can
be remediated. These structures can be considered as
an essential facility.

Risk Category IV: Failure results in substantial hazard
to the public. Failure of these structures typically means

TOWERTIMES JANUARY =« FEBRUARY 2017
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harm to the public extends well beyond the site of the
failure. Often remediation cannot be completed due to
the nature of the failure (e.g. nuclear facility). Failure of
these structures also typically ensures failure of addi-
tional multiple systems critical to the public (e.g. loss

of power results in loss of water and transportation).
These structures can be considered as an essential
facility.

Previous versions of the ACSE-7 used a parameter
called Occupancy Category to define the appropriate
risk category of a building or other structure. Occupan-
cy Category, as used within the building codes, relates
primarily to issues associated with life, safety, and fire
protection across a number of building systems, like
electrical, mechanical, etc. This use has caused some
confusion as Risk Category's purpose is to appropriate-
ly derive the expected reoccurrence of environmental
loads (wind, earthquake, ice, etc.} and the risks associ-
ated with structural failure.

Chapter 16 of the International Building Code address-
es Risk Category within section 1604.5. The section
is brief and relies on interpretation of the nature of
occupancy in order to assign the appropriate risk cate-

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

LEGAL COMMITTEE ITEM NO. 3 &
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PLANNING ADVISORY NOTICE (CONTINUED)

defined difference between essential communications
or Class Il structures with limited or zero redundancy
and Class Il structures that deliver inherent redundancy.

Conclusion

Structure Class definitions have been incorporated
into the ANSI/TIA-222 Standard to provide accurate
and reasonable classification of tower structures. The
IBC specifically recognizes the ANSI/TIA-222 Standard
as the guideline for communication tower design and
analysis and fundamentally accepts the ANSI/TIA-

222 structure classification as the basis required for
telecommunication and broadcast towers. Use of the
ANSI/TIA-222-G definitions allows for more appropriate
application of assessing risk, when considering factors
like public safety, service and network redundancy.

Inherent redundancy exists in the vast majority of wire-
less tower supported networks, including networks that
support emergency services such as E911. Because of
this redundancy, application of higher structure class-
es to individual towers typically has little effect on the
resiliency of overall network performance. Although a
significant total of the population may be potentially (or
“be" here) impacted by the loss of service of a wireless
provider, the loss of an individual wireless site does not
consistently compromise the entire wireless network,
nor eliminate the service provided in a specific location.
Therefore, the potential impact to the public typically

is actually very small, as opposed to what might initially
be estimated.

Higher structure classes may be warranted when the
failure of the tower implies significant physical conse-
quences to the surrounding area, affects essential ser-
vices, such as water, power, transportation, etc. or when
loss of specific wireless service at a location significantly
comprises the overall network or eliminates designated
emergency service in a specific geographic location.

In effort to truly enhance the reliability of a wireless site
in these scenarios, strengthening of all aspects of the
wireless network, including individual antennas, mounts
and connections, coax or fiber lines (backhaul for data),
back-up power, water intrusion resiliency, and radio
cabinet design is likely appropriate. Instituting a Struc-
ture Class lll requirement only on the tower structure
would likely result in a non to minimal improvement in
reliability in comparison to the expectation of overall
improved network performance and reliability. H
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