PR S

NDU= 22-2084 14119 1 9737923998 P.@3/85

October 8, 20044 Pl

e _Mr Saroj Bhol - i
- Manager, Design Standa Un ] ision-£ng Dept
Fort Authority of New York-and New Jersey ’ L L
* 3Gateway Center, 3rd Floor:
g Newaﬂ( New Jersey o7 102

RE:  WTC Tower Qne Request or Reco!
Five Car Single Hoistway .

. Dear Me. Bhol: - P

A : n accordance w;th recent'dtscusm Fhis Subj q-r&@ectfuiiy request reconsideration of the
: © " requirements for imitation on the number of slevator cars within a single hoistway based on the details
2004 wﬂh exptanatnry sketches.

g outhned in the attached Ietter from JB&B dated.October 7

E»mcerely yours

Enclasure (1)

ot D. Worsley - " -

: A. DiGiacommo -
8. Kinnarnan
Klewis
R. Bagnato
A Arzano - -

: rili'. LLP

14 N¥all S:reet, Ncw Y'_ k,New York 100035
3'1? 298 9300 Pax 22 293—9500 WWW.S0m.Com
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Steve Winnaman, Manager
Verdeal Transportation Department
212.530.9424

Cotcber 208

1\ T Carl Galmto

hich: 'ould mean that the 5-car groups would need
t be divided- mto two (2) hmstways { three 7o (2) cars cach. In particular, it is the 2-car
£ ;oups that we are Thost concerned about and are addressing in this letter. The primary concern
¥ 1th respect 10 thc 2—car hoxstways 1s the:mabﬂl ofthe: hoxswray to provide sufficient area to deal
A eed dars which will result in aerodynamic
, 1: Jffetmg and noise" (piston ' f:.ffcct) “imposed - on ‘the -elevator cabs and riding passengers.
£ pecifically, there ate six (6) 5-car groups which ha ‘issue, which break down as follows: two '
(2} S-car groups traveling at 1,200 fpn:z, tWD (2) Secar groups traveling 1,800 fpm, and two (2) S-cer
¢ roups travehng at 2 000 fpm D

I ased on convcrsatlons we have had with memb | Al‘? 1 Main Committee, which forms the
tasis of RS-18, they have stated that the ﬁmdamental objective in developing the Rule was to
1 covide muliiple hmstways for etnergeticy access 16 a floor, so as to always have access to a floor
even if a hoistway is “lost” for whatever redson; -The limitation to four (4) cars in @ common
¥ sistway was an arbltrary number based on the then common arrangement of 4 facing 4, 8-car
£ roups rather than the rcsu]t of any speoif c teseaxch o

TR S o SRR

The A17.1 Flevator Code was svbsequenﬂy revzse.d iyl 1984 wherein the specific 4-car lmitation
v-as eliminated and the junsdlctmn regardmg any hmltatlons wag passed on to the local Building
( odes. : s

V/ith the current cote design of the Fréedom Tower, every commercial office floor level is served
ty three (3) separate clevator ho1stways {1 &, twa 2] service hoistways and ome {1] passenger
t aistway?), which exceeds the intent of the Code of hawug two (2) separate and independent means
¢ [ emergency access 1o each ﬂun' “»; Thxs azrangement 15 a VEIy common scenario with most recent
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“car passenger group with 4 facing 4
g of a pair of service elevators.

s, the core design of the Freedom Tower is
enhance the safety of the occupants and

' In addition to'the Co
' fu:l ,orpomtmg the fo :

r Lobby with divect access from the
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' F aally, it should bc notéd that ombinir nd 3-car hoistways into a single 5-car
h( 1~“-tway, the efﬁmency of ¢ hoistway ve j nereases proportionally, thereby further

£

I
e
by

Te spectﬁc safety enhancements mt:arpomt 'i-oject further the safety performance of

-1t 2 building beyond ﬂtat requlred by the current Cod

B scd on the above We respectﬁﬂ y Tequest. 4
w Il allow us to place ﬁve (S) passenger eievators into

grant a reconsideration for this project that

V =~ry tmly yours

: L ;ROS AUM & BOLLES

innama

S l/kg o
() M. D. Worslcy L
(1) Mr. A, A; DiGiacomo -+
(OMr. M. W, Slmpler
() Mr. S. Kmnmnan
(1) File ¢

Eiw. (Al Listed) -
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