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BILL NO: CSSB 151 APPROVED:

TITLE: Handicapped Access on Ferries DATE: March 22, 1991

CSSB 151 appropriates $100,000 for design and engineering of
modifications to the motor vessels LeConte and Aurora in order to
improve access on those vessels for handicapped, aged and infirm
passengers. The existing devices on board the vessels which are used to
assist wheel chair-bound passengers do not aid those passengers who have
difficulty negotiating stairs, but do not require the use of a wheel chair.
Moreover, the devices require the assistance of crew members and impose
upon the dignity of the users. The funds appropriated by this legislation
will be used to determine the most optimal design for an elevator or other
device which will serve the needs of all passengers who are physically
challenged, while insuring the vessels continue to meet their existing
service demands.

For Further Information contact Katy McHugh at 465-3900.



RESOLUTION NO. 08

TITLE: ELEVATORS FOR FERRIES SERVING THE CANOE
COMMUNITIES

Whereas, The State of Alaska did not hear our voice in
convention in Klawock or again in Hoonah for the
need of elevators for our Elders on the ferry
system, and

Whereas, our voice needs to be heard now for the needs that
we express, and

Whereas, we need for them to picture their mothers, their
fathers, their grandmothers and grandfathers
climbing and climbing those seemin?w endless
stairs up to the top deck of the Alaska ferry, for
them to experience the frustrations that we have
on behalf of our Elders.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Alaska Native
Brotherhood and the Alaska Native Sisterhood
meeting in convention in Kake, Alaska during the
week of October id - 20, 1990 we, once again,
urge end remind the State of Alaska of the State
law for accessibility for the handicapped to the
public areas, and which includes our Elderly in
this law, and, for the message to our State
legislature to be heard in "GETTING ELEVATORS IN
OUR FERRY SYSTEM FOR THE CANOE COMMUNITIES" as
soon as possible, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that copies of this resolution be
sent o the State Dept, of Transportation Marine
Highve System, the State legislature and the
Gove' .r of Alaska.

ATTEST: | cer; ,fy that this

resolution we hpted by the Albert Kookesh
ANB/ANS Gran in convent- Grand President
in Kake, Ala jring the wetv

Oct. 1d - 20-

Andrew Ebona
Grand Secretary



M E M O RA N D U M Departm%%sgtl;ﬁ!%%ﬁties

TO"Files OATe: December 2, 1986

F,L6NO; LCG&FM
TELEPHONENO: 465. 2734

'Larry WoolfordA SUBJECT: pro"ect #s304Qs3s3

Project Manager . . F-9500(13), M/V
Marine Facilities Engineering LeCONTE Galley
Alaska Marine Highway System and Finishing Mod,.

0.t November 28, 1986k AMHS headquarters personnel (*) met and
reviewed the concept design and recommendations prepared by the
Glosten Associates for the subject project. Pertinent comments

attached.

AMHS personnel agreed and accepted the Glosten Associates
recommended "enclosed hoistway" concept and elevator installation
site #2 (approximate frames 33 to 36, 3tarboard side forward of
the machinery casing) as the optimum design.

AMHS personnel will perform vehicle manuvering tests with a dummy
hoistway obstruction in place to determine actual loading methods
and capabilities with respect to 3140" and 45" vans.

The galley modifications are accepted as noted on the attached.

The central refrigeration system has been re-prioritized as
"Alternate A" as this work lends itself to the modifications

being addressed in the galley.

Subsequent discussion and agreement with Tom Shanley, Port
Steward, eliminated the dining room seating revision as an

alternate bid item. The same effect is accomplished under the
bar relocation alternate.
dmd

Attachment

cc: Joe 0. Camp, Deputy Commissioner, AMHS
A. H. McDonald, Port Engineer, Marine Operations, AMHS
J. McGrath, Sr. Const. Manager, Marine Facilities, AMHS
Kelly Mitchell, Port Captain, Marine Operations, AMHS
Harold Moeser, Director, Marine Facilities, AMHS
Tomas Shanley, Port Steward, Marine Operations, AMHS
Max Zbinden, Port Engineer, Marine Operations,.AMHS

(*) Camp, Shanley, Mitchell, Diry & Woolford

071/larry?



MEMORANDUM

Dspi/tmsnt of Transportation & Public Facilities

TO:
/&Iaska Marins* Highway System
: TELEPHONE NO: 165-2734
FROM: SUBJECT:
0 Larry Woolford” M/V LeCONTE Galley &
Project Manager Finishings
Marine Facilities Engineering Modifications

Alaska Marine Highway System

Durin% the period 1/9/87 through 1/23/87, a hoistway obstruction
was placed on the main (car) deck in way of the proposed elevator
site (#2 - Glosten Concept, dated 11/20/86).

It was anticipated that placement of this "dummy" hoistway would
generate adequate information to determine the actual impact of
the installation on the M/V LeCONTE's ability to transport
vehicle? greater than twenty-eight feet (28') in length, aa
referenced in the above report.

| have attached Captain D. Johnson's observations during this

period. In addition, my own follow.

| visited the vessel on each arrival in Auke Bay (1/9, 1/11,
1/16, 1/18 and 1/23) specifically to witness loading operations.
In each instance, several attempts were required to situate
vehicles (31" to 40" excluding the tractor unit). [t must be

pointed out that the main deck in all cases was devoid of other
vehicles, which afforded ample room to maneuver these wunits.
However, this Jluxury normally would be precluded during peak
traffic months by through traffic.

Discussions with the Chief Mate indicate that occasions arise
that require wusing the turntable to load "booked" traffic in
excess of twenty-eight feet (28%), The turntable will not
function unless the applied weight is evenly distributed which
causes a one to two foot (L' to 2') overhang of the vehicle being
loaded' with: the turntable (turntable diameter is 32'). The
elevatozt hoistway location is within eight inches (8") of the
turntable perimeter. It appears that the turntable, depending on
traffic',-, will be unusable.

The installed hoistway will eliminate the turning radius current-
ly available and required to <clear the transfer bridge when
loading standard size vehicles in the "tunnel". The "tunnel" is
ﬁresently loaded aft to forward by backing vehicles in.  The
oistway location also reduces the effective "tunnel" width from
eight to six feet (8" to 6') at the forward end. A standard
vohicle is approximately six feet (6') in width excluding any



Harold Moeser -2 January 30, 1987

appurtenances (mirrors, etc.). The "tunnel" will be restricted
to compact* and sub-compacts only wunless through traffic s
off-loaded- to- gain access to and from the after endfor standard
Jize vehicles, A portable ramp will benecessary to negotiate
tﬂe height"lo?stacle of the transfer bridge at the forward end of
the “tunnel™’

While it appears that the vessel can accommodate units larger
than twenty-eight feet (28') ‘inlength, the actual capability
cannot be documented under the conditions encountered. Further-
modre, daccessibility to and from the "tunnel” will be severely
reduced.

| would suggest that this portion of the subject project be
deferred wuntil such time as the elevator installation can be
accommodated in such a way as to not interfere with the vessel's
present capabilities.

LW/mh
cc Hugh McDonald - Port Engineer, Marine Operations, AMHS, Pier
18 Seattle
John McGrath - Sr. Const. Mgr., Marine Facilities, AMHS
Kelly Mitchell - Port Captain, Marine Operations, AMHS

099 - LARRY2



SECTION n
ELEVATOR INSTALLATION

An elevator type and Its installation site are to be determined for the LeCONTE. The
elevator is to provide access for handicapped passengers between the main and passenger
decks. It is generally accepted that there is no optimum site for the elevator and this
installation will disrupt the vessel's current arrangement and/or loading/unloading oper-
ations. The goal then is to identify the viable options with their associated disruptions,
and select a site, after formulating a plan to adapt operations to the re-configured
vessel. This report section discusses the two general types of elevators, open and
enclosed hoistway elevators; discusses elevator machinery; and ranks four sites for the
recommended closed hoistway type elevator. The four sites are then further developed
into conceptual plans, specifications, and cost estimates, and a recommendation is
presented. Appendix A contains Alaska Marine Highway System's (AMHS) preliminary
engineering work on open hoistway type installation sites and equipment, with a short
commentary.

AMHS should make two decisions at this time. First the type of elevator is to be chosen:
open or enclosed hoistway. Secondly the site is to be selected. The sites are dependent
on the elevator type. Certain sites are appropriate to one type and not necessary applic-
able to the other, hnce the type needs to be selected first. This decision process is
illustrated below: s



1. Open Versus Enclosed Hoistways

The hoistway Is the vertical rectangular space that the elevator travels In. Open hoist-
way elevators as defined in this report do not enclose this space, enclosed hoistways of
course do enclose the space, either with steel bulkheads or wire mesh. The open hoist-
way type elevator ia appealing to this application because In the raised position, the main
deck is free from obstruction. This type however cannot be recommended due to many
Important drawbacks discussed below.

The primary drawback to the open type elevator is safety. If the elevator stops midway
and fire breaks out on the auto deck, people in the elevator have no fire protection.
There is also the need for protection to the operating mechanisms, hoist equipment, and
electrical travelling cables. Vertical gear racks attached to casing bulkheads, or an
extended hydraulic cylinder, could be subject to damage from vehicular traffic. At least
one crew la needed to operate the open hoistway type elevators. At the main deck he
must insure that the landing area is free from obstruction, and he controls the operation
from that station, using a key controlled interlock that must be hold against a spring
lockout to allow the elevator to be lowered. Release of this key would stop the
elevator. Acceptance of the open hoistway type elevator by the U. S. Coast Guard la
highly doubtful. Verbal discussions were held with the U. 5. Coast Guard Marine Safety
Cantor in Washington, O.C., and they were not favorable. A written request for con-
firmation has been sent, ami at the time of this report, their response has not been
received. This request is included in Appendix A. It discussed their primary concern*
fire and smoke passing between decks. Design features necessary to satisfy their con-
cerns for public safety and fire control may negate any potential cost savings.
Certification of elevators ia not an ABS classification requirement, however we recom-
mend that the elevator machinery and installation drawings be approved by ABS. ABS
publishes a "Guide for Construction of Shipboard Elevators", and does not approve open
hoistway type elevators.

The most significant problem with the open hoistway type is finding a vendor to assume
the risk and supply this type of elevator. The appendix includes details of research
conducted by Mr. George Diry, of AMHS, in which he first discovered this problem. In
following up with his only positive responding vendor, Unidynamics/Midwest, they con-
firmed they would only supply an open hoistway elevator if waivers could be obtained
from applicable agencies, in this case, the U. S. Coast Guard. Elevator vendors typically
build elevators to the ANSI code (ANSI Al17.1<'994; "American National Standard Safety
Cade for Elevators, Dumbwaiters, Escalators, and Moving Walks"), which although does
not necessarily apply to shipboard elevators, does apply in public buildings. This code
specifically requires elevator pits and enclosed hoistways.

Furthermore, ANSI AX17.1-198Q, the handicapped specifications, do not endorse an open
hoistway type elevator. They specifically require the elevator to meet the ANSI elevator
code.

In conclusion, open hoistway elevators are not appropriate for public use on board ship.
While they have certain first cost savings over an enclosed hoistway elevator, they are
not significant and the crew cost necessary to operate the elevator will soon negate the
first cost advantage. We suggest that the disruption to the main deck be accepted and
dealt with, and an enclosed hoistway shipboard elevator be installed.

2. Elevator Equipment

Thera are three types of enclosed hoistway elevators* The traction type utilizes a



traction winch at the top of the hoistway and a counterweight. While this type haa been
Installed in ships, restraining the counterwieght presents problems and adds to the
expense of the system. High level speeds, up to 200 fpm, are attainable with this system.

The winding drum type utilizes a drum winch at the top of the hoistway, driven by an
electric or hydraulic motor. The winding drum machines become quite complex and
expensive with overtravel limits and brake requirements. ABS does not approve their use
for transport of passengers, or for rated loads in excess of 1200 pounds. They also limit
them to a maximum of 100 fpm and travel of 75 feet. This type should not be considered
for passengers.

/mThe hydraulic cylinder type elevator is the most economical and compact type, and the
best selection for shipboard use. It does, however, have design limitations that may not
be satisfied by the installation site requirements. Travel distance is generally limited to
20 feet, and speed is limited to about 100 fpm. Travel distances exceeding 20 feet can
require a telescoping cylinder, which adds to expense. Also, because of the vertical
orientation of the cylinder, the height of the hoistway from the bottom of the pit to the
top of the enclosure needs to be slightly more whan twice the travel distance. These
limitations can be worked with on tho LeCONTE. The hydraulic cylinder distance is
about 17 feet, the 100 fpm speed would result in a 10 second ride from deck to deck, and
in most of the proposed locations, the hoistway height requirement can be mat. The
hydraulic cylinder type is recommanded for the LeCONTE, subject to confirmation of its
application in preliminary design work.

Inquiries were made of two shipboard elevator vendors, as to price and their recom-
mended type. Both recommended single plunger hydraulic type elevators. When asked
about installation in a limited height hoistway, they noted additional costs would be
involved. Copies of their proposals are provided in the Appendix.

3. Elevator Sites: Description and Ranking

Four sites for the enclosed hoistway elevator are presented. A ranking matrix, is
developed where the various options are scored using a weighted evaluation method.
AMHS should review the weighting and ratings, and develop their own scores for com-
parison.

The four sites presented were selected sfter a complete review of the vessel's arrange-
ment and structural system. They are the only sites found that satisfy the basic
objectives of the installation while minimizing interferences with the ship's operation.
Thsso basic objectives are tha highest weighted in th& ranking matrix:

0 Usability to handicapped passengers.
0 Minimal disruption to main deck operations and arrangement.
0 Minimal disruption to the vessel's arrangement and flow.

Three sites are forward, since 70% to 90% of the passengers board through the forward
doors. A site through the crew's quarters on the starboard side amidships is not possible
without eliminating some valuable crew space, blocking the starboard most car lane, or
blocking the essential fore/aft passage accessing all the crew spaces. The aft starboard
corner of the vessel was ruled out as it would eliminate the aft stairway which is
essential as a second access to the crew's quarters, and it would block the steering gear

access.



The four situ selections are listed below, and further defined with plans, specifications,
and cost estimates later in this section.

o Site 1. Forward End ObservationLounge
o Site X Forward End of Machinery Casing
o Site 5 Port side location
sf Site 4: Aft port corner
4. Elevator Site 1. Forward End of Observation Lounge
This site has Ihe following pros, cons, and basic elements!
NtT o Estimated cost! $212,000

0 Major disruption! Arrangement. Forward lounge area would be severely re-
arranged.

0 One front window in forward observation lounge is blocked,
0 About 6 seats in tha forward lounge are lost.

o0 The forward lounge is disrupted by dividing it into two halves with a
recessed walkway.

0 One car space on main deck (forward between two stanchions) is lost.

0 The hoistway at main deck will interfere with the 2 foot overhang of
trailers on the turntable.

0™ While underway, wheelchairs can access forward observation lounge, but
probably would not be desirable as they would be too low to see out of the
windows.

o Visibility from wheelhouse to fore deck is reduced.
Site is very accessible at main deck.

The site would have a detrimental effect on the outward appearance of
the vessel.

0 Main deck structure will need modification as important longitudinal
beams will be interrupted.

a. Site 1. Outline Specifications: List of Work

1. Structural

A steel hoistway with external dimensions of 75Hx 75" is built
down into the void aft of the bow thruster compartment, and up
aboye the upper deck in front of the house. A recessed walkway
ia built into the observation lounge at the level of the foyer, and
steps and handrails rearranged. Steps are added as shown on
Drawing 8677-A, Sheet 1.



b.

2. Mechanical

The ventilation duct located approximately 9 ft. port of center-
line will need to be rerouted further outboard to clear the
elevator trunk. A bilge suction from the elevator pit shall be
added to the bilge system.

3. Electrical

The power cable running to the forward container refrigeration
plug on the starboard side shall be recoiled back to the wire tray
at Frame 13 and rerouted around the forward side of Frame 13, to
clear the elevator trunk.

Two power cables, 1 440 VAC 3 phase and 1 120 VAC 1 phase,
shall be run from the nearest available distribution panels to the
electrical panels for the elevator.

» Unresolved Questions, Site 1

The forward end of the recessed walkway should be better
defined. If wheelchair turnaround is necessary, then the width of
the notch should be confirmed. If possible, the notch should be
eliminated.
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5. Elevator Site 2: Forward End Machinery Casing

This site has the following pros, cons, and basic elements:

0]

0]

Estimated Cost: $179,000

Major disruption: Operational. Loading/unloading of truck trailers longer

than 28 feet may be probited through the starboard side door.

operations currently include backing large truck trailers in through the
starboard side door, and unloading them forward through the same door.
This site wculd disrupt this operation, either changing the loading method
by using the turntable, or eliminating tho capability to carry these largest
trucks. This iite would make the starboard door loading limitations

identical to the port door loading limitations.

About six seats in the forward observation lounge are lost; but two are
adddd next to the elevator. _

There is excellent access at the main deck.

The hoistway at the main deck will interfere with the 2 foot overhang of
trailers on the turntable.

Loading of long trailers (45") through the starboard door, which formerly
could be loaded at Haines, Skagway, Juneau, Sitka, Petersburg, Hollis,
Ketchikan, and Auke Bay, will probably not be possible.

The pit location is good, however a manhole must be relocated.

Site 22 QOutline Specification: List of Work

1. Structural

A hoistway with 75" x 75" external dimensions is built down into
the void space between Frames 33 and 36. A full 8 feet is used as
the pit, allowing ample room for elevator machinery. Part of the
bulkhead at the aft end of the observation lounge is removed, the
floor la lowered, and the steps relocated forward, as shown on
Drawing No. 8677-A, Sheet 2.

2. Mechanical

Tha ventilation supply terminal between Frame 31 and 35 for the
upper deck shall be shortened approximately 4 ft. and the supply
duct to the terminal rerouted forward of the elevator trunk.

In the main deck overhead, the head exhaust duct and the main
deck ventilation ducts shall be rerouted around the elevator trunk
and deck modification.

The drain piping from the men's upper deck head and the main
drain line shall be rerouted around the elevator trunk and deck
modification.



A bilge suct'on from the elevator pit shall be added to the bilge
system.

Two hot water heating lines at Frame 33 in the main deck over-
head shall be rerouted aft around the elevator trunk and deck
modification.

3. Electrical

Two power cables, one, 440 VAC 3 phase and one 120 VAC 1
phase, shall be run from the nearest available distribution panel
to the electrical panels for the elevator.

Unresolved Questions, Site 2

The actual truck loading and unloading method with the proposed
elevator in place, should be determined.
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6. Elevator Site 3: Port Side

This sits has the following pros, cons, and basic elements!

0]

0]

Estimated Cost: $189,000

Major disruption: Operational. Loading/unloading autos due to inter-
ruption of car lane.

One car space is lost from the main deck, and loading and unloading
vehicles will be adversly affected.

At upper deck, outside walk around becomes restrictive (36" optimistic-
ally)

Midships lounge gets reduced in size due to relocation of first aid room.

The port side access to the outside from forward observation lounge.
Access requirements should be O.K.

There is no interfence with liferaft deployment.
Site 3: Outline Specification: List of Work
1. Structural

A hoistway with 75" x 75" external dimensions is built on the port side between
Frames 35-1/2 and 38-1/2, and the existing first aid room is turned into a
passageway to the elevator. The aft port side bulkhead of the observation
lounge is moved forward slightly, and the outside access is lost. The first aid
room is relocated to the forward end of the midships lounge.

2. Mechanical

AH ventilation and piping in way of the elevator location shall be rerouted
around the elevator trunk.

Fire station number 10 on the upper deck shall be moved 5 ft. aft to the aft
bulkhead of the new First Aid room.

The ventilation supply air terminal in the port lounge, upper deck shall have the
forward 4 ft. removed. The supply duct for this terminal shall also be modified
to provide ventilation air to the new First Aid Room in addition to the lounge.
The door shall be undercut to allow for exhaust.

The two ventilation ducts in the overhead of the First Aid Room shall be modi-
fied by adding spool pieces where they pass through the new bulkhead at Frame

56-1/2.

Bilge suction from the elevator pit shall be added to the bilge system.



3. Electrical

All electrical wiring or equipment in way of the elevator location shall be
relocated or rerouted atound the elevator trunk, ae necessary.

The light on the upper deck forward lounge port exit shall be removed.

The old First Aid Room lighting shall be modified as required to suit the new
arrangement.

The forward two lights in the port aide lounge shall be removed and reinstalled
in the new First Aid Room on switches.

The T.V. shall be moved aft 5 ft. and rewired.

Two power cables, 1 440 VAC 3 phase and 1120 VAC 1 phase, shall be run from
the nearest available distribution panels to the electrical panels for the ele-
vator.

b. Unresolved Questions, Site 3

A new access door to the outside may be necessary, aft in the observation lounge
on the port side.



COST ESTIMATE -ciewaroc snt mo:s s MR bl AR E LA 2l st W0
fusobul ouariy I LR AT R MO0 rewaRks
mgemm—a.
IkyiraFRVIACAA
gtt"Aig Ftavr Ain 8wh Jot wK
EAOiiuai * install in)Mma TOajj™ JJiC-US.
(too  IC00

WtPAgg i PAIMT
HPOIFY fevtwATpg BMTaAtnfc- urwn C*,

uiTfaFtgaucS.&

aua-aaua__
gLfArE < A<HcStrgHLU

TdTrtu

JLUE- ja>fgg.
-39.9p°

S % IB) MS'






oy -ﬁai\M -Ia
ISrmWrojs
xq rrii i*!l EHtijax
m Efn tii cm _ fnx

'm cm 1] LU3Lcr.
mocm tjrm. e
cnxl am



"tAJik

7. Elevator Site 4: Aft Port Corner

This site has tha following pros, cons, and basic elements:

0]

tr

Estimated Coat; $200,000
Major disruption: Operational. Loading of autos must be altered to keep

a ™ wid8 path tQ 1110 elevator cl®r* 80 the elevator _can be used by
passengers boarding and disembarking at stops after the first one. If thé

elevator was located aft, it would not be responsive to the basic
objectives if access to it was blocked at the first stop.

It is important to note that while the general arrangement plans show a 3
*00t Paco between cars, vans and campers are often carried which are
wider and reduce this space to one foot. So in reality, maintaining this
three foot wide path would surely reduce the available parking area.

The stairwell between the main and gallery decks ia eliminated.

Elevator is distant from primary loading doors.

This site would be good for the craw as it is near the refrigerated stores,
The life preserver stowage would have to be relocated inboard,

This site would be handy for crew use.

The life preserver stowage would have to be relocated inboard,

Pit location is good.

Requires bar to be relocated, so access can be provided into dining area.
Dining seating world be lost.

Access is very restricted around outside of trunk at the upper deck. Only
24 inches ia available.

A third level elevator door at the galley deck could be added to provide
access to the gallery deck stores space.

Site 4. Outline Specifications: List of Work

1. Structural

A hoistway with 75" x 75" external dimensions is built down into
the steering gear compartment, and up through the upper deck,
possibly above the sundeck level. The stairwell access from the
main to gallery deck is removed, and life preserver stow
relocated. The bar is relocated, and passage provided between
the elevator and dining area.



2. Mechanical

Fire station number 23 and the supply line on the main deck shall
be relocated against the inboard side of the elevator trunk at

Frame 96.

The hose bibb and supply line on the the main deck at Frame 96
shall be relocated against the inboard side of the elevator trunk.

Hie drain piping from the upper deck shall be rerouted to the
forward side of the elevator trunk.

The freezer on the main deck at Frame 97 port side shall be
removed to make room for the elevator.

The hot and cold potable water and the drainage piping systems
on the upper deck shall be modified to suit the bar arrangement
selected to provide access to the elevator.

A bilge suction from the elevator pit shall be added to the bilge
system.

3. Electrical

Power cables on the main deck shall be rerouted around tha
elevator trunk.

Power shall be provided, in the bar arrangement selected, to
operate the undercounter refrigerator, cash register and mixer.

Two power cables, 1 440 VAC 3 phase and 1 120 VAC 1 phase,
shall be run from the nearest available distribution panels to the
electrical panels for the elevator.

Unresolved Questions, Site 4

Access to the gallery deck stores space should be worked out. A
new ludder could be provided, if determined necessary.

If the central refrigeration system ia included, and this option, the
arrangement may change slightly.
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APPENDIX A
Open Hoistway Elevator, Evaluation & Commentary

Preliminary engineering work was performed by AMHS investigating a non-enclosed
hoistway or open hoistway elevator. They investigated 7 locations, which were reviewed
and the following comments are presented.

Machinery In the form of either a gear rack or hydraulic cylinder must extend down
nearly to the main deck, if not all the way. In order to keep this equipment out of the
way, and support it, it can only go down along side a bulkhead, or the machinery casing.
This requirement rules out all locations except 'e' and 'g". AMHS preferred site 'g’, as site
'0"' took space out of the officers' mess. Site *g* disrupts the men's head, but provides
opportunity to provide a handicap head.

The handicap regulations require a minimum inside dimension of 51" by 56”, and the
current arrangement shows 32” by 60”. This option entails finding additional lavatory
space on the vessel, perhaps using the crew and officers head on the upper deck. Despite
the rearrangement of heads on the upper deck, site 'g* would be the recommended
location.

As discussed in the body of the report, this type of elevator is not recommended.
However a letter was sent to the U. S. Coast Guard, inquiring about the approval of this
type of elevator. A response is yet to come. This letter and its enclosures follow, and
all AMHS correspondence and notes are also included.

A coat for this type of elevator in site 'g' is estimated to be $131,000. This assumes an
equipment cost of about 75% of the equipment in a standard enclosed hoistway type
elevator. This assumption may not be conservative, as safety features may be required
that are unforeseen at this time.
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TfrHE GLOSTEN ASSOCIATES, inc.
ANCONSULTING ENGINEERS SERVING THE MARINE COMMUNITY

600 Muum Uto BUKjing * 606 Firt A*ou« Phone 206-624-7850
Smso#; WMfwowi 90104-2224 TWh : 882053

15 November 1986
] File No. 8677

VIA TELECOPIER

Commanding Officer

U. 5. Coast Guard

MSC (g-MSC-1)

Hull Division

2100 2nd Street Southwest
Washington, D.C. 20593

Subject: Non-enclosed-hoistway elevators for vehicle/passenger ferries.
Alaska Marine Highway System
M/V 1iICQNTE, O.N. 555-601

Gentlemen:

We arc currently exploring options for the installation of a personnel elevator on
board the subject vessel. The elevator will serve passengers, and travel between the
main deck (auto deck) and upper deck (passenger deck). The elevator will be
operated at dockside only; not while underway.

In order to minimize the impact of the installation on the main deck arrangement, an
elevator with a non-enclosed hoistway is being considered." We recognize this
approach is not typical, but respectfully request your review of the information in
this letter and on the enclosed sketches, and we solicit your comment as to the
feasibility of approving such an installation.

You will notice in the enclosed sketches that the upper deck is penetrated by the
upper end of the hoistway, and this box structure would be i fire boundary as
required for the overhead of the car deck. One wall of this box aCructure would have
fire doors for access in and out of the elevator car. We note however that when the
car is not at the upper deck level, while being used dockside, tha box structure would
be open on the boetom.

We compare the box structure to the penetration of a stairwiil above the main
deck. We further note that while there is no door at the bottom ol the box structure,
as there is at the bottom of a stairway, there also is no enclosed hoistway. This
elevator would not be used during fire and would not need to be considered a "safe
haven", like a stairwell.



Commanding Officer
14 November 1986
Page H

We would appreciate a quick response to this inquiry, and would like to call next
Tuesday to dlsculp any first impressions you may have.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and please call with any questions, or if
clarification of the enclosed sketches is needed. Also, since we sent the sketches by
telecopier, please call if you can't read them and we will sand better copies by

courier.

Yours very truly,

THE GLOSTEN ASSOCIATES, INC,

WLH:ap

Enclosures: (all 8-1/2 x 11 sheets)
1. LECONTE Proposed Elevator, Main Deck illustrations, 1 sheet.
2. LECONTE Proposed Elevator, Elevation and Upper Oeck Plan
View, 1 sheet.
3. LECONTE Elevation, 1 sheet.
4. LECONTE Main Deck Arrangement, 1 sheet.
5. LECONTE Gallery Deck Arrangement, 1 sheet.
6. LECONTE Upper Deck Arrangement, 1 sheet.
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PURSUIT or AUGUST 20. 1986 INQUIRY

On September 3 and 4 we contacted the elevator manufacturers of

the attached., list to obtain their comments on "our aubmlttad
Input* of August 20,

No. 3 had alraady anaweradby letter. returning tha file and
confi_rm(ijng thair inaptitude to supply the type of equipment
required.

The anowera from suppliara [, 2, 4, and S are all somewhat
containing the same message.

Thg proposed installation does not meet recognizable
code.

They have enough business without dealing with special
headache projeots.

Cannot be of any help, have to deoline# or cannot do
anything for us.

Thay do not produce the type of hardware required and
cannot adapt...

Potential supplier No. 6 showed definite positive but cautious
interest. The sent us a copy of applicable code. In discussions
thair speaker acknowledges the possibility of using a rack and
pinion drive and recognize it as a most compact drive system. He
also mentions that thay would have no problem to incorporate the
standard safety features as "overspaad’, "emergency power* etc..
on this type of drive.

on September 3 we rechecked with Mr. Ken Schoenlein of Crane
UNIDYNAMICS. Without being worded it appears that the slow
response is also due to at least certain hesitations on the
subject of safety without an elevator shaft} Realizing that the
alternate operational functions are somewhat arbitrary in ap-
proval and possibly restrictive in operations. | have been
promised a written answer on the subjects (see September 16
letter). Otherwise K.S. feels that Crane UNIDYNAMICS could
comply with the geometric restrictions, but the comment is made
without having done a detailed review of the material sent by
AMHS. (This report was written around September 10).

dmd/075/diry?



Rec ID co
address| addroaaT

cltv state

atln

X Schindler Haughton

Elevators t Escalators 1123 N.W. 51 Street
Seattle WA

98107

Attn* John Albrecht

2 Montgomery Elevators

1207 Westlake Avenue North

Seattle WA
98109

Attni Tom Olmsted

Westinghouoe Elevator Co.

6150 6th Street P.O. Box 80984
Seattle WA
98108

Attm Tony Weiss

4 U.S. Elevator

2920 N.2. Blakeley Street

Seattle WA
98105

Attni Bob Dempsey

5 Otis Elevator

3161 Elliott Avenue Suite 320
Seattle WA
98121

Attnt Rick Lewis

b American Elevator Co.

1258 1st Avenue South

Seattle WA
98134

Attn: Marc Vsndetti

7 Crane Unidynamicc

10616 Trenton

St. Louis MO
63132

Attni Ken Schoenlein, Manager



TednWOMe,(*SWM*

FiXi-«fvr
UNIDYNAMICS
Aggm um ONcramsco
UNIOYNAMLCS/MiOWIST . 1016 TRENTON . ST. LOUIS. MO *3133
o
* 16 September 1986

Mr. George Diry
P.O. Box 116
Dougl**| AX 99824

Subject: Handicap Personnel Slevator for Car Parry
Reference: P6-2113
Dear M™* Dlryi

After reviewing your commence and illustrative sketches, we feal that a
hydraulic alavator any better suit your application than the originally
suggested rack and pinion aysten* Due co the extremely low overhead
clearance between the upper and sun decks, there is insufficient room for a
rack and pinion type system which requires the drive machinery and safety
assembly to be mounted above the elevator on the machinery frame. This
systen normally requires 13 feet of space betvecn Che upper landing sad the
underside of the overhead. By reducing the inside ear height, adjuseing the
spacing on equipment mounted to Che machinery frame and keeping overtravels
to e minimum, it ia peaalble to squeese tha elevator into an U'-6" vartical
apace* With only 7'-8" of room available, a rack and pinion unit is not
practieal.

A hydraulic elevator on the ocher hand, would allow a full 84" inside height
for the elewator. The life cylinder would b« positioned behind the elevetor
ead between the bulkhead mounted guide railo* Tha hydraulic power supply and
reservoir could be located in an adjaeant area to prevent it from being in a
high traffic area*

Kevertheleaa, as we see it, any elevator chat is inseallsd in tha arsa chat
you h*v« designated ia going to ba violating certain AMIJASM3 417.1*1986
elevator codea* They are:

Rule 106.1a Apit is required for all elevators*
Rule 107.1a There is to be net less than (2) two faac between the pit

floor and the lovese structural or mechanical part when the
car is on ita fully coaprtssad buffer.



Mr* George Diry
16 Septe*ber 1966
Page 2

Rule 107.10 Tha bottra ear runby la co ba not less than eix (6) inches.

Rula 107.1f  IBm eop car clearance is to ba not last than thirty (30)
inchaa.

Rula 110.1 All landing opaninga provided with ancraocaa which guard tha
full height and width of opaninga*

Rule 110.2 Entrances oust ba horiaontal slide, awing type, vertical tlida
or a coabination horiaontal alida and swing.

Rula 110.3 (Pertains to ehe closing of hoistway doors.)

Rula 203.9 A twenty-one (21) inch ainiaua depth platfora guard la
required.

Soae other violations are incurred, but thay are taoatly incidental to the
above mentioned rules.

If you require any additional infornaeion, please feel free to contact na or
tha Marketing Manager, Mr. Kenneth Schoenlein*

Sincerely,

Rodger L. Pease
Applications Engineer
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J August 15, 1986

Mr. George Olry

Alaska 8tata Perry System

7.0. Box 116

Douglas, AX 99824 »

Ret Shipboard elevators
Dear Mr. Diryt

Thank you for your recent inquiry regarding our elevating
equipment for your State Perry System,

To recap our conversation breifly, we discussed a cantil-
evard designed carframe, with an car enclosure suitable for
freight and/or attendant operation.

| feel confident that we-could meet your specifications
in regard to elevator equipment and installation. However, X
understand that the proposed system is to operate for some
portion of its travel without the benefit of a shaft enclo-
sure, which we must advise you is required by code.

1 have enclosed copies of the more ualient sections from
ANSI A17.1 Slevator and Escalator National Code for ready
reference to the rules we must abide.

We would welcome the opportunity to review your plans and
specifications for elevators and pledge, our assistance in
selecting the best equipment for your vessels.

/
YO

ire Vendetai, President
American Elevator Company

V/kl
enc.



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Dspsrtrnsnt of Transportation & Public Facilities

: : 0ATC
10 George Oiry August 7, 1986
Naval Architect
Marina Facilities Engineering FILSNO
Alaska Marine Highway System TELEPHONE NO: 4 55 3734
FROM: John McGrath p SUBECT v essel Access
Senior Construction Manager (M/V LeCONTE
Marine Facilities Engineering Elevator)
Alaska Marine Highway System LC/30352021

Regarding your report (draft) subject project with options a)

f), and subsequent addendum addressing option g); it was conclud-
ed in our meeting August 6 that option g) will provide the most
useful lift; we shall proceed with development of option ¢).

As the next event prepare a package of information upon which
potential suppliers of elevator equipment can advise us of the
mechanical possibilities. The information should include en-
larged plan and elevations of affected areas; performance re-
quirements of the lift mechanism; special features, or limita-
tions; and the industry, and agency requirements to which the
elevator will be both built, and installed to.

We shall review this information together August 18 by which time
| presume you will have made some preliminary contacts with

potential suppliers.

JM/mh

cc: Joe Camp - Deputy Commissioner, AMHS, with addendum report
Harold Moeser - Director, Marine Facilities Engineering,

AMHS
Tom Shanley - Asst. Port Steward, Marine Operations, AMHS



M/V LECONTE ©levator - addendum to mid-July review

An "ins

sidj" landing location to be further investigated is
one withi

n the men's restroom.

The floor plan changes can incorporate the required
modifications to the restrooms for both genders which are to
provide "handicapped" toilet space.

A sketch of the space with minimum area for a wheelchair and
attendant's lift, properly located to give access to the
foyer area, is shown on sketch 11. It provides net

platform dimensions of 36? x 62' and approximately 8' of
space along the inboard machinery casing wall to contain the
guide track(s), the driving machinery and the vertical
portion of the cantilevered structure to support the
"personnel caged platform." A complete "A" grade enclosure
Is required from the upper deck to the sun (boat) deck,
including a self closing door of appropriate rating. The
entire platform and its components must be made of steel.

To alleviate the overhead clearance requirements which are
existing for the standard winding drum approach, and likely
cannot be met, we suggested to the [ift manufacturer to look
at a chain drive of the type used on fork lifts. The intent
being to contain the whole drive and support structure
within a vertical space approximately 3 feat long and with a
maximum protrusion from the supporting wall; of 8 in., this
excludes the horizontal cantilevered portion of the
structure which is to be incorporated in the platform floor.
But the manufacturer prefers to stay with the rack and
pinion drive with which they have some experience.

The speculative factors due to custom manufacture and
covered in 2(a) still exist, they cannot be positively
answered before a certain period of time which may be
critical to the realization of the program within the
intended schedule.

Proposal drawings are expected which may answer some of the
relevant questions.

In practice, while no solid obstruction will exist on the
main deck due to the absence of tower, it will still be
directed to keep the auto lane under tha platform clear for
a certain length, say 10 to 12 feet, resulting in the loss

of one car space.



draft

M/V LeCONTE Elevator

This is a brief review of the investigated options to provide
vertical access from the main (car) deck to the upper (acoommo-
dationa) deck/ Access to the forward doors is heavily favored to
parallel the original staircase, but we may also consider that
25% of the harbors served use stern loading.

1. Stairway Chairlift - represented by the "Silver glide" of
the American Stairglide Corp., or the "Wecolator" of the
Cheney Co.

After detailed design study and inquiries with the represen-
tatives it is established that the foreign-built hardware
cannot ba adapted and warranted to bridge the 68 inch gap
existing on the starboard face of the staircase at the first
landing level.

The port facing is irregular, with many ducts and cableways
and the sharp "male" corner cannot be negotiated with this
system,

2. Elevators, Locations and Schemes:

a) With access to foyer:
Requires a location 8 frames 47 to 51, which condemns a
large locker on the main deck.

A permanent elevator casing on the inboard side (port)
of tha access and machinery casing would contribute an
obstruction and hazard to this parking lane. The space
penalty would be at least 3 to 4 vehicles, almost 7% to

10% of capacity. Port? A

The cantilevered open type platform at this location
would limit main deck interference but preliminary
inquiry suggest a lengthy period before ascertaining
the possibility. Regulatory compliance is also in
question. The prospective supplier does not have a

"standard” accepted drive system for this purpose. The
rack and pinion type which would be the most compact
have not up to date been used by the general public.

The manufacturer also contemplated the ball screw
approach which we feel may bring further functional
complications in a cantilevered scheme. Their most

standard winding drum approach has the drive machinery
at the bottom, which in this case would set it below
deck.

The required machinery and/or cantilevered frame space,
below deck, demands precise compartment investigation.
The location ia at the forward top end of the engine
room. The likelihood of many interferences may

TO
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This

b)

latte

preclude installation in this area altogether.

\if.
Those factors make it speculative to pursue this so- "~ 7
lution.

Thi cantilevered open type option can also ba contem-
plated between frames 40 and 424, with the inner
platform edge 17 feet off centerline on the port side. jOT
The landing on the upper LVL would be in lieu of the

existing life preserver storage under an access ladder. L~c,

A slight after move of the ladder and inching outhoard
still make for a squeezy landing.

The remarks made for case (a) apply here, with the
exception that the below deck space, a void partly over
the sponson framing, shall not present any significantl
obstacle. A truss core or honeycomb type panel hinged 1
on the side would cover the frame cavity when the [ift
is not in use and stored at the upper landing.

After upper deck location: (sketches 8, 9, 10)

The location would be between frames 97 to 102, on
either port of starboard, 7'6" to 11*9" off the
centerline.

At this location the elevator constitutes only a
partial access interference and only for vehicles using
the stern ramp. The space penalty can be nullified by
judicious placement of the lift system,

The below main deck space is part of the steering
compartment where interferences are amenahle to treat-
ment. Depth below deck is limited however around 7 to

8§ feet. The upper deck required casing will interfere o7

with the mooring arrangement on the side of the eleva-
tor. A new deck layout will be necessary.

Like in (b) landing at the upper deck is not within the
confines of the accommodation spaces, which makes for a
more readily acceptable open [ift system, i.e. without ,
solid casing between main and upper deck. Such an
arrangement can, at this location, make use of standard
industrial personnel lifts.

r alternative would:

permit a shallow depth of installation below deck,
provide standard construction common to multiple units

and likely more reliability than a customized installa- 'm

tion.

provide the flexibility to remove all obstruction on
the main deck level if ever required.

represent the most cost effective alternative lift,



The objection to this elevator location is the need to maintain a
27 inch+ access lane to the front loading doors. This may impose

new guide
starboard
makes this

tracks for the 5 smaller vehicles of the extreme
lane. A total of 9 to 9% foot width is available which
attempt a possibility, admitting certain restrictions,

like access to the vehicles from one side only.

d)

Foredeck location: }sketches 1, 1)

Since the loading frequency |a hlgher from the' front
doors that the ‘stern ramp, seems appropriate to
persist in finding a forward Iocatlo

A centerline lift between frames 8 to 12 fulfill this
requirement. The major differences with solution (c)
are:

The upper deck layout and visual interferences may
prove more objectionable from an operation point
of view.

The below main (car) deck space over the bow
thruster unit is more depth limited, a direct
result is that a standard industrial platform, as
contemplated above, will be an estimated 20 inches
above the desired deck level requiring a steep
access ramp.

The main deck level loses 1 vehicle space, approx-
imately 2% of the total capacity.

The upper deck landing will be made higher over
the deck level by the sheer and crown geometry.
The resulting landing space would he effectively
shorter than in (c)

Foyer/Officerls mess: (sketches 1, 4, and 6)

A possibility for the cantilevered type open platform
iIs between frame 53 to 56, port side of the machinery,
casing, with wupper landing through the foyer after
bulkhead. This location presents the least structura
complications for this solution and the “"factory
overhead" structure and mechanism may fit. Plan room
requires channelling of the support/drive track within
the machinery casing.

Beside the proviso already quoted in (b) there is the
need to inch into the passageway to attempt procuring
the minimum width.

Last but not least, cutting into the officer's mess
could prove demoralizing.

Forward end of the machinery and access casing:

We gave thought to a location between frame 35 and 38
on the starboard forward end of the casing. The
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support leg (the outboard one if two are fitted) would
here have to be telescopic and self retractable upward.
The schema gets sophisticated for a custom installa-
tion. Besides the difficult structural support other
inconvenience are:

Still restrictive landing, and within the accora-
raodation spaces.

Elimination of 3 seats in the forward observation
lounge.

Take some area in the men's restroom, which may
prove penalizing when rearranging the latter.

Conclusion:

cation (c), which was also selected by the crew on their
85 SMH, may be not by pure coincidence, appears to offer
e Dbest overall compromise. The access drawback when
ading from the front door can be made acceptable.

Due to the size of the vessel and the simple two levels
services contemplated this writer would seriously consider
adaptation of a standard industrial personnel lift of the
scissor type with electro-hydraulic power.

GD/mh
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