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AGENDA

A17/B44 Mechanical Design Committee

Palm Beach Gardens Marriott
4000 RCA Boulevard
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410

Monday, January 12, 1998 8:30 am - 5:00 pm
Tuesday, January 13, 1998 8:30 am - 3:45 pm

T

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting will be called to order at 8:30 am on Monday. January 12, 1998.

RECORD OF ATTENDANCE

ANNOUNCEMENTS

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF JULY 22-25, 1997 MINUTES

PERSONNEL

Since the last meeting, Scott Snvder has applicd 1o the Mechanical Design Committee as a Corresponding
Member,

See Attachment 1 for the Committee Roster,

The American Scciety of Mechanical Engineers
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11 Mar 98
12 Mar 98
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31 Mar 98
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31 Mar 98
1 Apr 98

8:30 a.m.
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9:00 a.m.
1:00 p.m.
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8:30 a.m.

8:30 a.m.
9:.00 a.m.
8:30 a.m.
9:00 a.m.
4.00 pm.
8:30am.

A17 Committee Meeting Schedule

Mechanical Design
A18 Committee

-Electtical

LU/LA

Mechanical Design

Wheelchair Lift (adjourn by noon)

Inclined Elevator

Electrical (adjourn by 4:00 p.m)

Residence Elevator

Shipboard Elevator (contact Comm Cheir for infa)
Int’l Standards Committee

MAIN COMMITTEE

Inspectors' Manual .
Electro-Magnetic Interference TG (Elec Comm)
Hydraulic Committee

Hydraulic Committee (adjourn by 3:00 prm)

Maintenance
Maintenance

Joint Electrical/Escalator Task Force
Escalator & Moving Walk
Escalator & Moving Walk

Emergency Operations
Emergency Operations
Emergency Operations

Hoistway Committee
Hoistway Committee
Hoistway Committee

Task Group on Doors
Earthguake Committee

Mechanical Design Committee
Electrical Committee
Mechanical Design Committee
Electrical Committee

Q.E.l. (adjoum by 7:00 p.m))

A17 Main Committee

June 22-26, 1598 A17 Week in Charlotte, NC
September 22, 1998 A17 Main Commitiee in Quebec City.

All A17 Comittee meetings are open to the public.

should confirm the dates and locations with the Secretary.

Palm Beach Gardens, FL.
Palm Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, FL
Patm Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, FL
Pailm Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, Fl.
Paim Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, Fi
Paim Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, FL
Paim Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, FL

Atlanta, GA
Atlanta, GA

Ft. Lauderdale, FL
Ft. Lauderdale, FL
Ft. Lauderdale, FL

Clearwater Beach, FL
Clearwater Beach, FL
Clearwater Beach, FL

Clearwater Beach, FL
Clearwater Beach, FL_
Clearwater Beach, FL

Phoenix, AZ
Phoenix, AZ

Denver, CO
Denver, CO
Denver, CO
Denver, CO
Cenver, CO
Denver, CO

Cue to the possibility of last minute changes, guests wishing to attend meetings
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It was also noted that swaged fittings have the same inherent weakness as U-bolt type rope clips which are
not permitted per Rule 212 9a.

During the discussions, Mr. Gibson presented a sketch of a swaged fitting based on the description of the
swaged fitting from Mr. Bass. Sec Attachment 3b.

Also during the discussions, members recommended that instructions for this type of rope fastening be
developed for inclusion in the Inspectors’ Manuals, Mr. Frank agreed and will request that the Wire Rope
Technical Board draft a procedure.

As no agreement could be reached, the following Task Group was formed: Mr. Frank (Chair), Mr. Bialy,
and Mr. Prock. The Task Group is expected 1o develop a proposed response to the inquiry for review by
the Committee at their February 1997 meeting.

Feb 97: Mr. Bolen referred the Committee to Attachment 3¢ for a list of pro’s and con’s he prepared, as
requested at the October Mechanical Design Committes meeting. Mr. Frank then distributed the report
shown in Attachment 3d. He explained that the Task Group agreed with the pro’s and con’s in Mr.
Bolen's letter but did not agree with the acceptance of swaged fittings for traction and hydraulic elevators
for the two reasons listed in Attachment 3d. The Committee also reviewed the letter from Mr. Lane
shown in Attachment 3e. The following proposed answer was then recommended by the Task Group:

Proposed Answer:
No, for the following reasons:

(1) Swaged fittings cannot be used with fiber core (natural of synthetic) ropes, nor can they be used
with lang lay ropes regardless of the type of core.

(2) Swaged fittings must be swaged in a shop with a press under controlled conditions to guarantee
reliable attachment. Swaged fittings cannot be used because ropes may require shortening and swaged
fittings cannot be installed in the field with guaranteed reliability.

The Mechanical Design Committee then VOTED to recommend the above answer to the LULA
Committee.

Subsequently, at the March 1997 meeting of the LULA Committee, Mr. Balmer referred the LULA
Committee to the proposed answer prepared by the Mechanical Design Committee and expressed his
opposition to it. Mr. Balmer passed around an actual home-made babitted fitting which he thought was
the basis for the Mechanical Design Committee response. He invited members to compare it with an
actual swaged fitting which is much stronger and more reliable. Mr. Balmer explained that it was his
belief that the MDC's response was based on emotional decisions due to a recent incident in Florida and
recommended that no answer be presented 1o the Main Committee at this time., He requested the ilem be
tabied unul further documentation is presented to the Mechanical Design Committee so that they can
reconsider their response. Mr. Donoghue advised Mr. Balmer that if the Main Committee does approve
the MDC’s response, he would still have the option to request reconsideration of the response.

After further discussion, it was suggested by the LULA Committee that a Joint Task Group be formed to
review the inquiry. The LULA Committee then voted to return the inquiry to the Mechanical Design
Committee with a request that they establish a joint Task Group to review the inquiry; Task Group
members representing the LULA Committee were appointed as follows: David Balmer (Chair), Patrick
Bass, and Paul Chance.

July 97: Prior to the meeting. the Mechanical Design Committee Task Group of Mr. Frank (Chair), Mr.
Bialy, and Mr. Prock, was reinstated to form a Joint Task Group with the LULA Committee. Members
representing the LULA Committee are as follows: David Balmer (Chair), Patrick Bass, and Paul Chance.
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7.2

7.3

During the meeting, Mr. Frank stated that one of the seasons he had objected to the use of swaged fittings
was because he thought the swaged fitting could not be shortened in the ficld. However, his concern was
resolved during a phone conversation with Brian Black, the Chair of the LULA Committee, who
explained to Mr. Frank that one end is not swaged so the swaging can be shoriened in the field.

Other members expressed concern that the inspector would not be able to check in the field if the swagl:ng
was done properly. Mr. Frank stated that Crosby has a procedure for how to manufacture the swaging
properly (sce Attachment 3f).

Members also felt it would be helpful if the button were required (0 have some type of marking which
would be traceable back to the manufacturer, but some members were concerned that LULAs could be
manufactured by small companies who could purchase the swaged fittings from a local hardware store.

Discussion on this item was continued when Messrs. Rommel and Farley of NAESA were in attendance.
Both believe the swaged fittings would be impossible to inspect. They stated that the issue of inspection is
Very important because if the item is not inspectable, it could not be acceptable to the authority having
Jurisdiction. They also noted that the inspector could not see inside the fitting and would not be abie to
check if there were any abrasion of rope where the rope goes through the hole.

It was then suggested that the proposal be written in such a way to permit only the type of swaging that
would allow the rope entrance into the swaging to be visible for inspection.

Mr. Frank stated that he will try to set up Joint Task Group meeting during the October 1997 Mechanical
Design Committee meetings {Secretary's Note: The MDC meeting was later canceled but there was no

discussion regarding the task group} and will prepare a draft proposal. The Secretary reminded the Task
Group that they should develop a proposed response to the Inquiry in addition to any proposed revisions.

Discussion:

Inquiry 97-36 (Attachment 4)

Committee: Mechanical Design

Subject: Rule 212.9g(9) [See also Figure 3.28.1(a) and Table 3.28. I(a) of A17.2,1-1993)
Methods of Securing Wire Ropes in Tapered Sockets

Edition: Al7.1-1996

Question(s);

Why is there a requirement for maximum and minimum loops of individual rope strands above the
embedment of tapered rope sockets as defined in Rule 212.9g(9).

Liscussion:

Inquiry 97-48 (Attachment 5)
Committee: Mechanical Design
Subject: Rule 104.1; Guarding of Exposed Equipment

Edition; Al7.1-1993 including A17.1b-1995
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7.4

7.5

Question(s):

ASME A17.1b-1995 Rule 104.1 states “In machine rooms and secondary machinery spaces, the
Jollowing shall be guarded to protect against accidental contact: (a) driving machine sheaves and ropes
whose vertical projection upon a horizontal plane extends beyond the base of the machine....”

Attached are two drawings of examples of driving machine sheaves and rope arrangements, labeled
Drawing A and Drawing B. Does the example in Drawing A require guarding? Does the example in
Drawing B require guarding?

Discussion:

Inquiry 97-49 (Attachment 6)
Committee: Mechanical Design
Subject: Rule 203.10 and 203.11

Max. Allowable Stresses in Car-Frame and Platform Members and Connections
Max. Allowable Deflections in Car-Frame and Platform Members

Edition: Al7.1- 1996

Question(s):
What aliowable stresses and deflections should be used for conditions other than static loading, for
example, loads induced by Type A safety application?

Discussion:

Inquiry 96-61
Background:

The Hydraulic Committee approved the following answer to Inquiry 96-61 and requests concurrence from
the Mechanical Design Committee:

Inquiry 96-61

Comimittee: Hydraulic

Subject: Rules 300.6, Roped Hydraulic Suspension - Rope Attachment
Edition; ASME A17.1-1993 including A17.1b-1995

Question(s):

Rule 300.6 requires compliance with the requirements of Section 105. Rule 105.3¢ requires overhead
rope hitch plates to be secured in a fashion such that they will not develop direct tension in bolts, rivets,
and welds. When a hitch plate is attached to a pit channel is it the intent of the Code that rope hitch
plates also be secured in a fashion such that they not develop direct tension in boits, rivets, and welds?

Proposed Answer developed by the Hydraulic Commitiee:
Yes.

Discussion:
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A17/B44 HARMONIZATION

Background:

TRs TABLED FOR HARMQNIZATION

MACHINES AND SHEAVES
TR 90-18  Beits for Indirect Drive Machines
TR 9766  General Study on Transmitting Loads in Machine Elements

SAFETY SYSTEMS

TR 87-86  Performance Requirements for Safeties and Governors

TR 88-04  Car Safety Mechanism Switch {also TR 94-19, Full Load Safety Test Method}
TR91-10  Deleting Requitement for Car and Counterweight Safeties - Long Range Study
TR 91-16  Safety Stopping Distances

TR 94-102  Means of Safety Application (Hydr. Actuated)

TR 95-46  General Study on Buffer Design {also TR 83-54, Spring Buffers}

TR 96-25 Rule 205.9

TR 97-67  Generalized Study of System Dynamics, Levels of Redundancy, etc.

TR 9768 Rule 201.4g

SUSPENSION AND COMPENSATION
TR 83-7 Rope Follower Guides
TR 94-107 Rope Acceptance Criteria

STRUCTURAL
TR 82-69  Car Platforms (Performance Requirements)
TR 9769  Structural Design Study

SIGNAGE

TR 94-04  Signs Required

TR 94-07  Crosshead Data Piates

TR 9502 Class A Loading, Rule 207.5a

MISCELLANEQLUS
TR 93-81  Inspectors Manual for Screw Column Eievators
TR 97-70  Tolerance on Rated Speed

TABULATIONS

The Tabulations for the reconstderation letter ballot of the sections listed below were completed at the July
1997 meeting and were subsequently submitted to the Al7 Main Committee and B44 Technical
Commuttec. Copies of the tabulations are enclosed. Letter ballot results will be distributed shortly.

Section 3, Definitions

Sections 104-103, 109, and 112 4
Sections 200-203, 205-208. 212-216
Part X1: Scope, 1100 and 110} only
Sections 1300-1301, 1303-1308
Appendices X2 and X3(1).

Discussion:

The Committee is expected to review the results of the reconsideration letter ballots and prepare responses
and revisions as necessary.
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9.1

MACHINES AND SHEAVES

Test of Traction (TR 94-130) (GWG)

Background:;

Mar 95: See Attachments 7a and 7b. This item was not discussed.

Jun 95: This item is targeted for inclusion in the harmonization package.

Nov 95: Mr. Gibson explained that TR 94-130 concerns a request to require a test to verify that the
elevator will lose traction on engagement of either the car or counterweight. Mr. Fisher then indicated
that B44.1, Clause 9.2.3b contains a test requirement to demonstrate this loss of traction. The Committee
then decided to recommend to the Inspectors’ Manual Committee that they adopt the wording of Clause
9.2.3 and add it to Pant X of A]7.1:

B44, Clause 9.2.3 Emergency Stopping Distance

Counterweight traction elevators shall be tested for traction drive limits to ensure that (a) during
an emergency stop initiated by any of the electrical protective devices listed in Clauses 3.12.2 (except
Clauses 3.12.2.13 and 3. 12.2.15) at the rated speed in the down direction, with passenger elevators
and freight elevators permitted to carry passengers, carrying 125% of their rated load, or with freight
elevators carrying their rated load, cars shall stop within 2500 mm or within the distance that the
normal terminal-stopping device is set to stop the car, whichever is greater. Any rope slip shall be
included in the distance; (b) the traction drive shail slip if either the car or the counterweight
bottoms on its buffer.

Reason: To verify that the elevator wil] lose traction on engagement of either the car or counterweight.
The Committee voted to send the above proposal to the Inspectors' Manual Committee for approvat.
Jun 96: The Commitiee agreed to include this item in harmonization,

The Secretary reported that the Inspectors' Manual Committee reviewed the Mechanical Design
Committee proposal shown above at their January 15-16, 1995 meeting, prepared the proposal shown in
Attachment 8, and is seeking concurrence from the Mechanical Design Committee.

The Committee reviewed the Inspectors’ Manual Committee proposal and tentatively agreed with it.
however, some of the manufacturers wanted to review the proposal to make sure it will not conflict with
current practice,

The Committee then discussed the proposed revision to Rule 208.2¢ shown in the May 1996 Part II
Tabulation and were concerned that the 125% test may not be at rated speed. Mr. Gibson then stated that
there is a previous interpretation that says the elevator can slip traction if it is still able to relevel. The
Chair stated that he will try to find that interpretation to aid the Commitiee in its review of this item.

This item will be discussed further at the next meeting. No recommendation will be forwarded to the
inspectors” Manual Comunittee at this time.

Oct 96: The Committec discussed this TR while reviewing Part 11 tabulation of Rule 208.2¢ and agreed to
revise 208.2c as follows

208.2¢ Traction.

(1} Where the grooves ... to safely stop and hold the car with 125%-ef the rated load (see Rule 207.8)
from rated speed in the down direction.

(2) The traction drive shali slip if either the car or counterweight bottoms on its buffers.

-7
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The above revision was incorporated into the November 1996 tabulation.
Dec 96: This item was not discussed.

Feb 97: The Secretary reported that the Inspectors” Manual Committee is still awaiting input from the
Mechanical Design Committee on their proposal. The Committee was then referred to Attachment 8.

Proposed New Rule 1002.3j(a), Attachment 8 Page 2 _
The Committee first reviewed the Inspectors’ Manual Committee’s proposal for new Rule 1002.3j(a)
shown in Attachment 8, page 2. They also reviewed the background information shown above,

During the discussions, it was noted that TR 95-87, Ad Hoc Committee on Emergency Stopping is related
to this item, and some members suggested that the Inspectors’ Manual Committee proposal could not be
resolved without benefit of the Ad Hoc Committee’s report.

Additionally, some members of the Committee were opposed to the revision as they felt the proposed test
would provide no safety benefit; they questioned whether the test would provide any useful information for
the manufacturer and enforcing authority and also felt there would be a potential for the test to cause
equipment damage. It was further noted that there is no Code requirement for the car to stop within 98.5
inches (2500 mm) as required by the proposed test.

Several of the B44 represcntatives explained that the proposed Rule 1002.3 j is based on B44 Clause 9.2.3
which has been in the B44 Code for approximately 15 years, and they are unaware of any damage. They
explained that this test will ensure the car is brought to a full stop and will not accelerate when there is an
emergency stop.

No consensus could be reached on the Inspectors’ Manual Committee’s proposed new Rule 1002.3j(a) and
it was therefore agreed to await the results of the study being performed by the Ad Hoc Committee on
Emergency Stopping (TR 95-87). The Secretary will inform the Inspectors’ Manual Committee that the
Mechanical Design Committee is stil) reviewing their proposal for new Rule 1002.3 j(a).

Proposed New Rule 1002.3j(b). Attachment 8, Page 2
The Committee next reviewed the Inspectors’ Manual Committee’s proposal for new Rule 1002.3j(b)
shown on Attachment 8, page 2. The Committee agreed in principle with the revision but felt that

Rule 1002.3j Test of Traction Limit

Counterweight traction elevators shall be tested for traction drive limits to ensure that when the car or
counterweight is gradually lowered the traction drive shall slip if either the car or the counterweight
bottoms on its buffer.

It was then VOTED to recommend to the Inspectors’ Manual Committee that proposed new Rule 1002.3j
shown above be submitted to the Main Committee for letter baliot approval {Opposed - 1 (Mr. Viahovic).
Abstained - | (Mr. Frank)}

Proposed New Item 2. 152(b)3) for A17.2.1. Attachment 8, Page 3
{Note: Proposed new Item 2.15.2(b}(2), Attachment 8, page 2/3, was not discussed as it is related 10
proposed new Rule 1002.3j(a) {see discussion above} which was not resolved.

The Committee reviewed the Inspectors” Manual Committee's proposal for new Item 2.15.2(b)(3) and
concluded that only the most critical case would need to be tested, ie. lifting the lightest mass. They felt it
would not be necessary to conduct the two tests as proposed by the Inspectors’ Manual Committee and
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9.2

Al7.2.1, Item 2.15.2

(b) Five Year Test .
(1) For passenger elevators....
(2) It is recommended that the following test be conducted when the buffer test described in Item
5.3.2(a) is conducted. With no load in the car, have the upper limits disabled and run the
counterweight down at slow speed and observe that the ropes slip traction after the counterweight
comes to rest on its fully compressed buffer.

It was then VOTED to recommend to the Inspectors’ Manual Committee that the proposed revision to
ltem 2.15.2 shown above be submitted to the Main Committee for letter ballot approval.

Jul 97: This item was not discussed.

Discussion:

At the February 1997 meeting, the Committee was unable to reach consensus on the Inspectors Manual
Cormmittee proposal for new Rule 1002.3j(a) shown in Attachment 8, Page 2 and it was therefore agreed
to await the results of the study being performed by the Ad Hoc Committce on Emergency Stopping (TR
93-87, Item 11.2 of this Agenda). In addition, Proposed new Item 2.15.2(b)X(2), shown in Attachment 8,
page 2, was not discussed as it is related to proposed new Rule 1002.3j(a).

The remaining parts of the proposal shown in Attachment 8 were resolved at the February meeting and
the resolutions have been forwarded to the Inspectors’ Manual Committee.

Belts for Indirect Drive Machines (TR 90-18) {EP/LB/MPL}
{THIS TR 1S TABLED FOR HARMONIZATION}

Background:
Feb 91: Sec Attachment 9a. This item was assigned to Mr. Parvis.

Feb 92: Mr. Parvis submitted the report shown in Attachment 9b. It was agreed to ask Inclinator if they could
get a belt manufacturer to attend the next meeting 1o explain HTD belts, their retiability, failure modes, etc.

Dec 92: Mr. Byron of the Gates Rubber Company gave a report on positive drive belts (last included as
Attachment 9¢ of the July 1997 Minutes).

Dec 93, Mar 94, Jun 94, Sept 94. Mar 95- This item was not discussed due to time constraints.

Jun 95: Mr. Parvis reported that this TR recommends the Code be revised 10 allow only one belt for timing belt

' applmtionsmherthan:iornmbehs;lwwwer,hcsta{edﬂmlwisnotmofmelogicbdundmepmposed

revision. The Committee agreed to defer this item until after harmonization.

Feb 97: Mr. Parvis referred the Commiittee to his report in Attachment 9b and the Presentation (last included as
Attachment 9¢ of the July 1997 Minutes). Members of the Committee were of the opinion that with today’s
technology,itappmrsitwmldbesafctopcrmitmeuscof'mﬂ)ronebehorchamasq:posedtolhree,forloom
belts and chain drives. Howwer,tthonunittecwasunsureamarkctneedforUﬁsrequmtstiucxiswdand
aﬂ(edthcSecm(aq'tooontadthclnclinalorCompmylosecifﬁ\cyarestﬂl interested. A Task Group of Ed
Parvis, Miles Lamb, and Lou Bialy was set up to deveiop the proposed wording should the Committee find there
is still interest in such a revision.
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9.3

Following the February 1997 meeting, the Secretary wrote to the Inclinator Company to find out if they were s;ill
interested in the subject revision. No response has been received at this time. The Comumittee should deterrnine
whether 10 proceed with the revision or to request that the TR be closed.

Jul 97: This item was not discussed.
Discussion:

AsmmqaonsclmsbeenmocivedasamﬂtofﬂtSecmary‘sleucrbﬂwh\clhmmCompany,itis
recommended that this TR be closed.

General Study on Transmitting Loads in Machine Elements (TR 97-66)
{THIS TR IS TABLED FOR HARMONIZATION}

Background:

Jun 96: At the June 1996 meeting, while discussing the B44 Executive Committee recommendation for
harmonizing Rule 208.4, members of the Mechanical Design Committee expressed concern with older
machines when the gears are replaced. The Commitiee concluded that Rule 208.4 should remain as is;
however, they recommended that the Existing Installations Committee consider adding the B44 wording
from Clause 3.10.4.1 {shown below} to Part X1I for alterations to machines.

Al7.1 Rule 208 4 Fasteners Transmitting Load

Set screws or threaded portions located in the shear piane of bolts and screws shall not be used to
transmit load. _

Means shall be provided to ensure that there is no relative motion between rigidly joined components
transmitting load. '

B44 3.10.4 Bolis Transmitting Torque and Set Screws

3.10.4.1 Bolts or other means used to transmit torque between the driving sheave and the gearing, and
their supports. shall be tightly fitted without play
3.10.4.2 Set screws or threaded portions of bolts or screws shall not be used to transmit torque,

The Existing Installation Committee reviewed the MDC recommendation at their September 1996
meeting and concluded that Rule 1202.9a already covers the request since it references the pertinent
requirements in Section 208. Furthermore, adoption of the B44 recommendation appears to make the
rules [ess stringent.

Feb 97: The Committee reviewed A17.1, Rule 1202 9a. Rule 1202.9a refers back to Section 208:
therefore. many of the members agreed with the conclusion of the Existing Installations Committee that
the present wording is sufficient. The majority of the members felt that Rule 208.4 is written in
performance. B44 Clause 3.10.4. is not written in performance lé.nguage. Members felt it would be
inappropriate for the alteration section not to be written in performance language while the requirements
for new installations were,

Some of the B44 representatives: however, felt that Part XII should be revised based on Clause 3.10.4.1.

It was then noted that 3.10.4.1 can be wrongly interpreted to imply that bolts not transmitting torque do
not have to be tight fitting. It was agreed to close this item and 1o open a new item for a general study on
transmitting loads in machine elements.

It was therefore voted to close the item regarding Rule 208.4 and to open this TR for a general study on
lransmitting loads in machine elements

<10 -
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10

11

11.1

Jul 97: This item was not discussed.

Discussion:

BRAKING SYSTEMS

There are no open agenda items under Item 10.

SAFETY SYSTEMS
Definition of Tripped by Hand (TR 94-87) {LB/AM/CF}
Background:

TR 94-87 was opened as a result of Inquiry 93-69 to define "tripped by hand".

Inquiry 93-69

Subject: Rule 206.6

Edition: Al7.1-1990

Question:

(1) Does Rule 206.6 require that the governor be arranged 1o be tripped by hand when the elevator is running at rated speed?

(2) Doesmcmquirmlobﬂrippedbyhmdnllow&kuse of ordinary tools such as a screwdriver?

(3} If the answer to question.(2) is yes, may contact between the 100l and a rotating part (part in mation) be required to trip an
operating governor?

Answer:

1) Yes
(2} Yes
(3)  While the generalized term “tripped by hand” was intended to convey a performance requirement that the governor be des_igned

Al7 Committee Approval; September 21, 1994
Sept 94: This item was assigned to Pete Fox and Attilio Mascone.
Mar 95: Mr. Mascone stated he will report on this item at the next meeting.

Jun 95: Mr. Mascone distributed the report shown in Attachment 10 and suggested that the Committee
review for discussion at the next meeting, '

Nov 95: Messrs. Mascone and Fox Were 10 report; however neither of them were present. Mr. Gibson
then suggested that this item be reviewed by the Task Group on Personnel Safety as well as the Committee
on Construction Elevators since the concern of this TR is personnel safety. Thercfore it was agreed that
this item wiil be sent to the Task Group for comment, It will also be sent to the Chair of the Committee on
Construction Elevators inquiring whether his Committee has any congerns.

Subsequent to the November 1995 meeting, this item was forwarded to the Task Group on Personne}
Safety for comment and 10 the Chair of the Committec on Construction Elevators. The Inspectors'
Manual Commitiee, at their January 1996 meeting, agreed that the TG on Personnel Safety should address
the issue for existing installations but that the Code presently addresses the issue for current equipment.

<11 -
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11.2

11.3

Apr 96: This item was not discussed.

Jun 96: Prior to the meeting, this item was forwarded to the Ad Hoc Committee on_Personnel Safety ttflor
advise. The Committee will include this item in harmonization if the Ad Hoc Committee comes up with a
quick and easy solution, otherwise it will be tabled for harmonization.

Feb 97: mwimmmuwnmmmmmmmcm@emml
Safety. Mr. Bialy, a member of the Ad Hoc Committee, stated that the Task Grqup did discuss this item
but did not reach a conclusion as of yet. He volunieered to check the status of the item.

Jul 97: This item was not discussed.

Discussion:

Emergency Stopping of Elevators (TR 95-87) {GWG}

Background:

Nov 95: Mr. Gibson reported that the Main Commitice has established a Task Group on t‘he Emerggncy
Stopping of Elevators. The Task Group will consist of representatives from the Mechanical, Electrical
and Hydraulic Committees,

He indicated that some fundamental analysis will have to be done by the Mechanical Design Committee,
independent of the Task Group.

Apr 96: This item was not discussed.

Jun 96: This item will not be done as part of harmonization, however, it was agreed to leave the item on
the agenda.

Oct 96, Dec 96: This ltem was not discussed.

Feb 97: Mr. Gibson stated that Mr - Strakosch is planning to hold a meeting in late spring.

Jul 97: This item was not discussed.

Discussion:

Alternative Methods for Safety Testing of Elevators (TR 95-93) {GWG}
Background:

Nov 95: The Secretary reported that she had received a request for a TR to permit an alternative method
for performing the 5 year rated load test (sec Attachment 11). The letter refcys 10 a method developed by
TUV Bayern. Coincidentally, Mr. Bialy had also planned to discuss the TUV method. To lead of the
discussion, Mr. Bialy showed a video of the ADIASYSTEM, a computer integrated testing and diagnostic
system for elevators developed by TUV. Information regarding this system was included in the November
1995 minutes. As the video showed, the TUV system contains a notebook computer loaded with software
developed by TUV, together with specific measuring instruments. With this method, the required $ year
rated load test can be performed without rated load in the car. The system can also be used for the loss of
traction test. It also allows information 1o be stored for future use. Mr. Gibson explained that the system

-12.



A17/B44 Mechanical Design Committee Minutes January 12-13, 1998

can be used to create a graph of acceleration versus velocity. With this graph, the average retardation
between two points as well as the instantaneous stopping distances can easily be obtained. It was then
suggested that the Committee consider introducing performance oriented requirements to allow for this
type of system. He recommended that the Committee members discuss this system with their coworkers,
especially those in Europe who have seen the system in action. It was noted that the proposai could be
developed by cither this Committee or the NEII Central Code Committee, as the impetus for such a
revision would probably come from the manufacturers.

This item was discussed at the January 1996 Inspectors' Manual Committee meeting. The IMC wil] take
the lead for allowing alternative methods for safety testing of elevators, changing the Code to facilitate
computerized testing. The revisions will explain the concept and in no way favor or endorse any one
product.

Jun 96: Alfons Petry of TUV gave a presentation to the Mechanical Design and Inspectors’ Manual
Committees on the ADIASYSTEM,

As soon as the Secretary receives a copy of the slides presented during Mr. Petry’s presentation, they will
be distributed to the Committee for information.

Following the presentation. Mr. Gibson, on behalf of the Mechanical Design and Inspectors’ Manual
Committees, thanked Mr. Petry for his very informative presentation. He explained that the Inspectors’
Manua!l Committee will take the lead in preparing proposed rules and will most likely seek assistance
from the Mechanical Design Commiittee.

Oct 96: A copy of the slides from Mr. Petry’s presentation was enclosed with the October 1996 minutes.,
Dec 96: This item was not discussed.

Feb 97 Mr. Gibson explained that the Province of British Columbia recently completed a study
comparing the results of testing performed with and without the ADIASYSTEM and has prepared a draft
report of their findings. John Murphy, the Manager of Field Operations in British Columbia when this
testing was performed, promised to provide a copy of the report to this Committee and to the Inspectors’
Manual Committee. It was noted that Mr. Murphy recently accepted a position with the Province of
Ontario but it is expected that the Committee will still receive the report. Mr. Gibson will discuss this
item with the Chair of the Inspectors” Manual Committee to see if the MDC should begin preparing some
mathematical correlation’s.

Mr. Gibson explained that with 2 computer integrated system, both the full load safety test and the empty
car test would still be performed at acceptance: however, it may be possible to find a correlation between
the two tests so that only the empty car test would need to be conducted for subsequent tests. This would
result in a savings to the manufacturers as well as to the owners of the equipment,

It was noted that Australia is also performing some studies using computerized systems as they too are
concerned with damage to equipment and ride quality, .

Mr. Gibson suggested that at the next meeting, the Committee develop an outline on how best to proceed.
Several Task Groups can then be formed.

Jul 97 This item was not discussed.

Discussion:

-13-



A17/B44 Mechanical Design Committee Minutes January 12-13, 1998

11.4

General Study on Buffer Design (TR 95-46) & Spring Buffers (TR 83-54) {LB, DC}
{THIS TR IS TABLED FOR HARMONIZATION}

Background:

Dec 92: Mr. Bialy agreed to prepare responses to the letter ballot comments for TR 83-54, in Attachment
12 and to prepare a corresponding revision for hydraulic elevators.

Dec 93: Mr. Bialy distributed a report on TR 83-54 (sce Attachkment 13) which includes responses to the
letter ballot comments, -a revised proposal and corresponding revisions for hydraulic elevators, He agreed
to discuss this item with the Hydraulic Committee to get their approval. Members were asked to review
the proposal in more detail for further discussion at the next meeting.

Mar 95:
TR 95-96: Buffer Design was opened at the March 1995 Mechanical Design Committee meeting as a
result of the following comment on TR 89-66:
G Kappenhagen (Not Approved): Since Rule 510.2, 506.5 and 506.4 limit speed to below 50 fi/min
the change in Rule 505.1(c) in regard to buffers is consistent with the present code. The point being
made is that concern is limited to whether or not the floor can withstand an impact. Other sections of
the code require bumpers below 50 f/min which helps cushion this impact. The lack of bumpers in
part 5 is probably an oversight which I am pointing out. 1 realize they are not in current code
however is an old oversight why not add the Rule 201.2 requircment now?
Committec Response: Reject. The Committee will open another TR for a general study of buffer
requirements (TR 95-46).

TR 83-54: Mr. Bialy referred the Committee to his proposal for TR 83-54, shown in Attachment 13.
The Committee reviewed the proposal and proposed several revisions. Lou Bialy agreed to revise 203.1a
and Table 201.3a to limit the spring limits to an absolute value rather then tying it into time limits as was
done for oil buffers, to review the basic definition of spring buffer stroke to see if it should be revised, and
to confirm with regard to 201.3a that it ig possible to satisfy the boundary condition of 150 ib at the lower
end. The Committee approved, for Main Committee letter ballot consideration, the proposal for the Part
I Rules, pending the revisions by Lou Bialy, and recommended that the Hydraulic Committee approve the
proposed revisions to 301.3. The Secretary will forward to the Hydraulic Committee the entire package
(once revised by L Bialy) with the explanation that the Mechanical Design Committee will forward the
Part I proposals to the Main Committee for first consideration in June 1995 and recommend that they
approve the revisions to 301.3 and submit those revisions to the Main Committee in June as well.

Jun 95: Mr. Bialy withdrew the TR 83-54 proposal from the Hydraulic Committee Agenda due to a
possible error in the calculations. He stated that he will report further at the next meeting. This item is
targeted for inciusion in the harmonization package.

Nov 95:

TR 95-46: The Chair inquired as to whether the Code should continue to allow bumpers. All agreed
a general study should be initiated to consider writing performance criteria which may eliminate bumpers.
Mr. Gibson suggested that the study must consider the facl that the use of artificial joints is much more
prevalent now than in the past, Mr. Camp was then asked to Chair a Task Group. since he works with
Harry Simpkins, a member of the Hydraulic Committee who has done some research on spring buffers.
Anyone else interested in participating on this Task Group should contact Mr. Camp.

TR 83-54: Mr. Bialy reported that a small Task Group consisting of himseif and Mr. Mistry has been
formed within the Hydraulic Committee, He stated that the Task Group hopes to complete their proposal
prior 1o the next Mechanical Design Committee meeting.

Feb 97: Mr. Bialy reiterated his November 1995 report for TR 83-54 above and indicated that he and Mr.
Mistry will proceed with their work in finalizing the proposal,
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11.5

Mr. Camp stated that he and Mr. Simpkins, a member of the Hydraulic Commitice, have been assigned
TR 95-46, a general study on buffer design, which is related to TR 8§3-54.

The Committee was next referred to the proposed A17.1/B44 Rule 201.3b(3) and B44 Clause 3.3.4.2(c).
There was some discussion that the B44 clause contains the word “also” while the A17 rule does not. All
members agreed the intent of both rules is that the buffers should not go solid because there is habitable
space below the hoistway; however, members agreed to make no revisions at this time as Mr. Bialy
indicated that his study will address the concerns for Sections 201 and 301,

It was also noted that Mr. Lawrence White, a member of the Main Committee and Hydraulic Committee
had performed a lengthy study on spring buffers some years ago. Mr. Bialy responded that the Hydraulic
Committee has reviewed Mr, White's study.

It was concluded that this study will be combined with the TR 95-$6 study on buffer design, and the two
Task Groups will be combined. Mr. Camp will serve as Chair of the joint Task Group, with members
Bialy, Mistry and Simpkins.

Jul 97: This item was not discussed.
Discussion;

Mr. Camp is asked to report.

Car Safety Mechanism Switch (TR 88-4) & Full Load Safety Test Method (TR 94-19)
{GWG} THIS TR IS TABLED FOR HARMONIZATION}

Background:

Jun 88: See Attachment 14. All members were requested to determine what their companies’ usual field
practice was. Mr. Gibson agreed to prepare a proposal.

Jan 89: A poll of the Committee indicated that the majority of the people performing the test were
Jumping out the switch instead of relocating it

Mar 90: it was indicated that the test seems io be done two ways. depending on the part of the country. It
was also suggested that if we revise the rule, stopping distances will also have to be changed.

Dec 92: Mr. Gibson reported that a survey on this subject will be conducted of the NAESA Class A
(inspector) members.

Mar 94: Mr. Gibson reported that he had asked all members 10 determine the usual field practice at their
companies and had received a mixture of responses. The Committee agreed that if it makes sense to
perform the test by Jjumping out the switch instead of relocating it, then the rule should be changed
accordingly. Therefore. the Chairman asked each member to update their information regarding the
current practice at their company and to report their findings at the next meeting.

Jun 94: Mr. Prock reported that approximately 70% of the field adjusters at his c