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“NEVA TOWERS” is a multifunctional complex consisting apartments, offices and retail areas currently under construction

at the plots Ne 17-18 of the International Business Center “Moscow City” located in the Krasnopresnenskaya
Embankment
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/~ The land plot has a triangular form of the area 2,41 hectare WhICh corftéfﬂ

_ One 66-storey mixed use tower (302 m) and,
_Other one 79-storey apartment tower (345 m) and,

_ Common podium that contains 4 floors underground mostly function with carpark

designed for 2 041 cars and technical rooms and 3 floors aboveground partially
retail areas, technical rooms and car parks. Total car park area is 59 000 m2.
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In Moscow-City, there are plenty of modern skyscrapers with extravagant shapes and silhouettes, bu}

these two towers are designed in the style of historical skyscrapers, which the lightness of glass and
the massiveness of natural stone complement each other. This image is not subject to momentary

msl fashion, it is the classic of the genre, implemented today. At the same time, it is important that the

' complex is designed taking into account all the most modern requests and requirements, providing

\ the future tenants with the comfort of living. >
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RESIDENCE TOWER | OFFICE TOWER

d Floors .79 Floors 166

C.Areas :108.775m? . ' C.Areas :153.628 m?

Residences : 838 Offices 151120 m? » NEVA TOWERS

Lifts c 11 . Residences :570
Lifts . 24

Landscaping:15.032 m?
Landscaping: 8.545 m?

Field Information
Closed Area :361 064 m?
Building Area : 15111 m? footprint
Land Area : 24705 m?
Landscaping : approx.20 000 m?

Man-Hour at Completion
Direct : 15316 643 mH

Indirect : 6934676 mH
Total : 22251319 mH

Actual Manpower (28.05.2018)
Direct : 2169 (% 68,79)

Direct (Passive): 720 (% 22,84)
Indirect : 264 (% 8,37)
Total : 3153

Completion Dates
Residence Tower : Apr'l9

Podium : Apr'l9
Office Tower : Sep’20

PODIUM

Floors : 6 8 2 - g adl d i b e Physical Progress as of 15.05.18
C.Areas : 102.832m 7 i [EE —— Planned Mh: 6 241 779 mh

Lifts 116 T : gl e A . : Earned Mh: 6 073 895 mh
CarPark :2041vch [ S Lk PV, g _ Spent Mh: 6039 887 mh

63 675 m? . 0
Landscaping Roof Planned Progress: 40.75 %

arden : 7.274 m? L8 et T ' . ' : Cumulative Progress: 39.65 %
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The designers of the project are Sergei Choban (company SPEECH (RU)) and HOK (USA). Design
company FXFOWLE (USA) also took part in the project for reviewing of facade. The interiors of
the public spaces are developed by HBA / Hirsch Bedner Associate, which is responsible for the
design of the world's leading hotel brands: Hilton, Marriott, Fairmont, Hyatt, Sheraton, Four
Seasons, Mandarin Oriental, Ritz Carlton, Waldorf Astoria and others
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The consulting companies are; Halverson and Partners (USA) is for
structural decisions, Mezzo(TR) for sound insulation, AFC (Austria)
for facade technologies, OPB (Russia) for fire norms, NIlJB and
NIISF for reinforced concrete and reinforcing, etc.
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MOSCOW CITY PLOT 17-18

AERIAL VIEW FROM SOUTH LOOKING NORTH



The project complies with all modern environmental standards,
and the buildings will be certified according to the world standard
in green building - LEED.

A wide range of services and a roof garden is realized within the
framework of the "house without borders" concept, which allows
residents to find more time for themselves, which is not easy in
modern rhythm.




For the residents of Neva Towers, a unique club infrastructure has
been developed: a panoramic swimming pool in a roof garden of a
four-story podium building, a fitness club with SPA and Turkish
bath , squash courts, virtual golf, cinema hall, music and karaoke
studio, a hall for individual lessons
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STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF

GREEN ROOF

SKYLIGHT

STONE WALL

CURTAIN WALL

FOLDING GLASS WA

MOSCOW CITY PLOT 17-18

POOL ROOF MATERIALS - OPTION 1
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LEGEND
72 - APARTMENTS 1239,1 m?
- CORE 326,9 m? {wall thickness 750mm}
T2-Apartment Highrise Typical Floor Plan
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The main loadbearing structure of the building is monolith reinforced concrete columns, walls

and beams.

T2- Apartment Lowrise Typical Floor Plan
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Tower 1 - Typical Floor Plans

T1- Office Lowrise Typical Floor Plan
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| - OFFICE 2194,99 m?
- CORE 590,57 m* (thickness 700mm)

T1- Apartment Midrise Typical Floor Plan
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Landscape Concept Design Plan
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+16.80 Level — Mood Render




+16.80 Level —
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Technical floors (total 4 floors) are the most
complicated reinforced concrete parts of the
towers.

Technical Floor 3D View
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Reduces construction period
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TYPE 1A

LARGE FIN WITH STONE NOSE SMALL FIN WITH STONE NOSE

LARGE FIN WITH ALUMINUM NOSE ‘ SMALL FIN WITH ALUMINUM NOSE
TYPE 1C TYPE 1D
aum,@-\.z;‘.m.\;_: FACADE MOSCOW CITY PLOT 17-18
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TESTS

Curtain Wall Test Sequence :
Air Permeability - EN 12153

Water Penetration Under Static Pressure - EN 12155
Structural Performance Under Design Load - EN 12179

Water Penetration Under Dynamic Pressure — EN 13050

BN )
m

Structural Performance Under Extreme Design Load — EN 12179
Acoustic Test - EN ISO 10848-2 and EN ISO 10140-2
Impact Resistance Test Method - EN 14019
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. " Certificate of membershi
I I I Facade Testing Institute P

TURKAKR| TURKISH ACCREDITATION AGENCY

)

COPY OF THE ACCREDITATION CERTIFICATE
This is to certify that

As a Testing Laboratory, FTI Fasad Teknoloji Merkezi A.S.
FTI Fasad Teknoloji Merkezi A. S. - is a subscribing member of the
ntre for Window and Cladding T
Cakil Mah. Sehit Tegmen Tamer Aydin Sok.No:76/A 34540 Catalca Centre fo dC addlng eChnOIogy
34540 ISTANBUL / TURKEY X
; 1 April 2013 to 31 December 2018
is accredited in accordance with TS EN ISO/IEC 17025:2012 standard within the
scope given in Annex following the assessment conducted by TURKAK.
Accreditation Number : AB-0531-T
Accreditation Date : 04 July 2012
Revision Date / Number  : 28 December 2016 / 05 Director

This certificate shall remain in force untii 07 November 2020, subject to continuing
compliance with the standard TS EN ISO/IEC 17025:2012, related regulations and
requirements,

CENTRE F OR

WINDOWS
Dr. H. ibrahim GETIN
Secretary General cLADDING

TECHNOLODGY

Turkish Accreditation Agency (TURKAK) is a sugmmry to the European co-operation for Accreditation
(EA) Multilateral Agreement (MLA) and | al L v A 1 Cooperation (ILAC)
Mutual nition Agreement (MRA) in the scope of ISONEC 17025.
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Tower 2 — Tower 1 Lift Plan
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Tower 2 — Tower 1 Lift Positions

LIFTS OF TOWER 1 LIFTS OF TOWER 2

Plan +16.80 Plan +16.80
! 4 |
I E R ; = % ——
H.:.-s m;l'r" Nip-23 Nip-2.2 M2, o - "f""f""f.: — T
g mw@w% —
+1+16 +1+15 +1+15 j g [Iw
Pt oo | v
\ ¥
+1+15 +1+15 +1+15 i
N [ [fpees
? N2 7 M2 6 Nip-2.5 :
............. 2
— — [=c il —— = - p—
=
= & HH \ Llfts of TOWERZ 11 pcs
¥ -2, 5nc Nip-1-1
Q?-_,m: vart |\ Firefighting lifts = 3 pcs
T — — — Disabled lifts = 2 pcs
% i Mde24An N2 12 ng-2.17p Mg-2.101
Qﬁ -
+1+64+ +1+26 +1+26 +1+26 1
Y Nprcaci xoem \
Pati Lili Ha ..'I
+1+64+ +1+26 +14+26 +1+286
= .ncb-;-.anc N2 15 N2 14 rkHisl
] R L e E] L
Bl
H d-226nc |
e
3 4k
s ciifts e [ 5 m e =5 il
¥
E -2.23 N2 22 NMeb=2.214
—-2+64 —Z+64 g
Ly .llmawﬂun'l il"-lr'
| |
-2+ 47 -2+ 47 —-2+47 —-2+47

Lifts of TOWER 1= 24 pcs
Firefighting lifts = 4 pcs
Disabled lifts = 4 pcs

LS
E: j EMWII i%2131 Enm—zﬂj

TR
v

S




CABINETS
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MECHANICAL SYSTEMS 3265 000
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62.000 pcs. Sprmkler nozzle including Pendent & Upright & Concealed type sprinklers & 1.270 ﬁ

pcs. Decoratlve Type Fire Hose Cabinets

110.000 m. Galvanlzed Steel Pipe for Plumbing System Lines & 55.000 m Cast Iron Pipe for '

Sewaie System Lines
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pcs. x 0,45 mW Dry Coolers for Server Free Cooling

VENTILATION SYSTEM

Central Heating Capacity = 43.18 Gcal/h ( with 4 sub-heating systems)

Coolmg Capacity = 16 mW,; Free Coolmg Capacnty 9 mW at -5 °C. ( 4 pcs x 3.375 kW
Centrifugal Chillers, 2 pcs. x 1.250 kW Screw Chillers, 6 pcs. x Closed Cooling Towers, 2
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ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS 1304 000 mh
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COOLING TOWERS
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Detailed Stack Effect Study
December 17, 2015

1. Introduction

This report presents the results of a stack effect study for the
proposed Towers 1 and 2 (T1 and T2) of the Renaissance Mixed-
Use Development. The stack effect study is conducted based on
the architectural drawing set *MOSCOW CITY P17-
18/20150910_TORWDI" and “46500-Tower2-Mech.Rooms and
Roof” received by RWDI on September 14 and September 29,
2015 respectively.

2. Background
Stack Effect

Stack effect is a phenomenon that can exist in all buildings and is
induced by the buoyancy force originated from indoor-outdoor
temperature differences. A conceptual image illustrating typical
impacts of stack effect during heating seasons, which is commonly
referred to as normal stack effect, is shown in Figure 1. During
cooling seasons, reverse stack effect occurs and the directions of
airflows are the reverse of that shown in Figure 1.

In case of either normal or reversed stack effect, the indoor-
outdoor temperature difference results in uncontrolled airflows and
pressure differences across building elements (such as doors,
windows, and the building envelope), which can potentially cause
problems within a building. These problems range from nuisance
conditions such as whistling and malfunctioning elevator doors or
internal drafts, to more dangerous conditions such as slamming
doors and reduced access to emergency egress paths. These
stack effect induced problems are most severe on very cold or
very hot days when the difference between indoor and outdoor
temperatures is the greatest.

Renaissance Mixed-Use Developments
RWDI # 1202156
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Figure 1: Conceptual image of normal (winter) stack effect
airflows in a building.
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Detailed Stack Effect Study
December 17, 2015

3. Analysis
3.1 Stack Effect Model

In order to investigate the pressures and flow rates induced by
stack effect, RWDI developed a detailed numerical model of each
tower separately. Each floor is modeled as a series of nodes
representing spaces within the buildings, joined by resistance to
airflow across building elements (i.e., building envelope, interior
partitions, vestibule doors and elevator/stairwell shaft doors). The
assumed leakage rates for different building elements are listed in
Appendix A.
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Figure 2: Typical Annual Dry Bulb Temperature Distribution in
Moscow, Russia (Vnukovo International Airport)
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3.2 Temperature

The annual outdoor temperature profile for Moscow is presented in
Figure 2. The range of outdoor temperatures typically experienced
throughout the year can lead to both normal (winter) and reverse
(summer) stack effect conditions. Winter temperatures give a
higher indoor/outdoor temperature difference than in summer, and
therefore stronger stack effect. Both winter and summer
temperatures were considered in this study.

The indoor and outdoor temperatures used are based on the
design specifications “150914 MCP 17-18 Stack Effect
Request.docx” received September 14, 2015.

Winter Temperature
Outdoor Temperature = -28.0 °C
T1 Indoor Temperature = 20.0 °C
T2 Indoor Temperature = 24.0 °C

This case gives an indoor/outdoor temperature difference of 48.0
°C for T1 and 52.0 °C for T2.

Note that the outdoor temperature provided for winter represents a
very extreme temperature. Based on ASHRAE climate data for
Moscow, an outdoor dry bulb temperature of -28.0 °C is between
the 5-year and 10-year return period value of extreme cold
temperature.
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Figure 13: Pressure difference between Elevator 2 and the exterior
during winter, calm wind — T2 Case 1
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Tower 2 Pressure Differences

Case 1: Extreme winter temperature (-28.0 °C), calm wind

Figure 13 shows the pressure difference between the Elevator 2
shaft and exterior space on a very cold day in Moscow.

In this case, AP is approximately 850 Pa on a very cold day. In
comparison with T1 Case 1 (Figure 3), the pressure difference
in T2 is higher due to the larger height of the tower and the
higher temperature difference between the interior and the
exterior in comparison to T1.

The peak positive pressure difference is 460 Pa on L77_1, and
the peak negative pressure difference is -390 Pa on B3.
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Figure 14: Pressure difference between Elevator 2 and the exterior
during winter, 29 km/hr Southwest wind — T2 Case 2
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Tower 2 Pressure Differences

Case 2: Extreme winter temperature (-28.0 °C), 29 km/hr
Southwest wind

= Figure 14 shows the pressure difference between the Elevator 2
shaft and the exterior space on an extremely cold and windy
day in Moscow.

= Similar to T1 Case 2, the introduction of wind results in a non-
uniform pressure distribution around the building. Wind applies
a positive pressure to the windward sides of the building and a
negative pressure to the leeward sides, resulting in a difference
between the maximum and minimum pressures on each floor.

= The peak shaft-to-exterior pressure difference on B3 and L77_1
is approximately -410 and 510 Pa respectively.
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Figure 15: Pressure difference between Elevator 2 and the exterior
during summer, calm wind — T2 Case 3
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Tower 2 Pressure Differences

Case 3: Extreme summer temperature (28.0 °C), calm wind

Figure 15 shows the level-by-level pressure difference between
the Elevator 2 shaft and the exterior space on a very hot day in
Moscow.

Due to the smaller interior-to-exterior temperature difference,
the pressure differences are less than that shown in the winter
cases.

The peak positive pressure difference is 20 Pa on B3, and the
peak negative pressure difference is -20 Pa on L77_1.

In this case, AP is approximately 40 Pa. This is slightly lower
than the AP for T1 Case 3 (50 Pa) due to the warmer interior
temperature setpoint in T2. Since the pressure differences
between the shaft and the exterior space are below 130 Pa,
swing door operability issues are not likely to occur on hot days.



Detailed Stack Effect Study

1 ixed-Use Developmen
December 17, 58

COMSLITING EMGINEERS
& SCENTISTS

ng:- mMaximum [Pa] : Tower 2 Pressure Differences
L73 || mMinimum [Pa] = Case 4: Extreme summer temperature (28.0 °C), 25 km/hr
L70 = Southwest wind
:::: ; « Figure 16 shows the pressure difference between the Elevator 2
L61 = shaft and the exterior space on a very hot and windy day in
L58 = Moscow.
L55 = « Similar to T1 Case 4, many levels have both positive and
L52 = negative pressure differences between the shaft and the
L49_1 = exterior space as result of the low stack effect pressure
L47 E difference and a combination of positive and negative wind
L44 = pressures on different sides of the building.
I L42 = + The peak shaft-to-exterior pressure difference occurs on L59
3 L39 = and is approximately -80 Pa.
- L36
L33 = * Since the pressure differences between the shaft and the
L30 = exterior space are below 130 Pa, swing door operability issues
L27 = are not likely to occur on hot windy days.
L24 =
L21 =
L18 =
L15 =
L12 =
L9 =
L6 =
L3 —
B1 i
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Figure 16: Pressure difference between Elevator 2 and the exterior
during summer, 25 km/hr Southwest wind — T2 Case 4
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Tower 2 L1 Pressure Differences, Extreme Cold Day (-28.0 °C)

» Figure 25 shows the pressure differences across the T2
entrance doors on L1 on a very cold day.

» Very high pressures of up to 350 Pa are expected on these
doors. Door operability issues are anticipated for the swing
doors, which will likely be very difficult to open.

» Adding vestibules around the exterior swing doors will help to
reduce the pressures on these doors, although the doors will
still exceed the pressure difference criterion (130 Pa). } s :

» It will be important to select swing doors that can operate well
under the high predicted pressures for the main entrance.

* The door pressures shown in Figure 25 can be reduced through Mitigated
the use of positive building pressurization. However, this will
consequently increase the pressure difference across
apartment and exterior swing doors on the upper levels.

* The revolving door manufacturer should be consulted to
determine the maximum pressure that the doors can reliably
operate under. Specifically, if the doors are collapsible ensure
the settings can account for the range of stack effect pressures
on the door.

Figure 25: Pressure differences across main entrance doors on L1 —
T2 Case 1: winter, calm wind — mitigated vs. unmitigated
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Examples of Areas Prone to Stack Effect Issues

Tower 2 L76 Pressure Differences

Figure 27 shows the pressure differences across the exterior
swing doors on L76 on cold days with calm winds. Similar to T1,
these doors are anticipated to have very high pressures.

On an extremely cold day (-28.0 °C), these doors are expected
to experience very high pressures of approximately 430 Pa.
These pressures greatly exceed the door operability criterion of
130 Pa.

Door operability issues are anticipated; doors that open
outwards to the exterior will be very difficult to close or keep
closed.

On an average day in January (-6.5 °C — based on the average
ASHRAE temperature at Vnukovo International Airport in
January), the exterior doors are expected to experience
pressures of up to 230 Pa, which still exceeds the door
operability criterion.

Adding vestibule doors for the roof access would improve door
operability by distributing the pressure difference across two
sets of doors. However, pressures would still exceed the
operability limit on very cold days.

Note that positively pressurizing the building would increase the
pressures shown in Figure 27. Wind will also increase the
pressure acting on some exterior doors on this level and
decrease pressures on others depending on its direction.

Renaissance Mixed-Use Development
RWDI # 1202156

Extremely Cold Winter Day (-28.0 °C)

Figure 27: Pressure differences across exterior swing doors on L76 —
T2 Case 1: winter, calm wind — extremely cold day vs. average
January day



A — QUALITY ORGANIZATION

Company Quality Management
Handbooks

Company Quality Management Organization Handbook
Quality Control System Handbook

Procedures

Internal Technical and System Audit
Management of Non-conformities
Corrective, Preventive, Improving Actions
Follow Up Client’s Satisfaction

Follow Up Company’s Performance

B — QUALITY CONTROL SYSTEM

Quality Control Organization

Quality Control Planning

Submittals

Three-Phase Control

Testing

Completion Inspection
Documentation

Notification and Follow-up of Non-conformities
Quality Control System Audit
Review of Quality Control Activities
Three- Phase Quality Control System

RENAISSANCE
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NEVA TOWERS
QUALITY PLAN




PREPARATORY PHASE

A review of each paragraph of applicable
specifications , reference codes and standards
Review of the contract.

Check to assure that all materials and/or
equipment have been tested, submitted and
approved.

Review of provisions that have been made to
provide required control inspection and test
plan.

Examination of the work area to assure that
all required preliminary work has been
completed in compliance with the contract.
Examination of required materials, equipment
and sample work to assure that they are on
hand, conform to approved shop drawings or
submitted data and are properly stored.
Review of the appropriate activity hazard
analysis.

Discussion of documented procedures for
controlling quality of the work including
repetitive deficiencies. Document
construction tolerances and workmanship

standards for that work item.

RENAISSANCE CONSTRUCTION

THREE PHASE CONTROL SYSTEM

STARTING PHASE

Check work to ensure that it is in full compliance

with contract requirements. Review minutes of

the preparatory meetings.

. Verify adequacy of controls to ensure full
contract compliance.

Level of workmanship is determined and
verified that it meets minimum acceptable
workmanship standards. Workmanship of
sample and actual work are compared.
All differences are resolved.

Compliance with safety plan and activity
hazard analysis is checked. Activity hazard
analysis is reviewed with workers.

The client or client representative must be
notified prior to the initial phase and
should be invited to the ‘initial phase’
meeting.

The initial phase should be repeated for
each new crew to work onsite, or any time
acceptable specified quality standards are

not being met.

FOLLOW-UP PHASE

Daily checks are performed until
completion of work item to assure
compliance with contract
requirements. Tests are included in
daily control.

Daily checks are recorded. Prior to the
start of following feature of work, final
follow-up checks should be conducted
and all deficiencies should be
corrected for previous feature of
work.

Follow-up activities executed by
Quality Control Staff should be based
on standards that determined in
preparatory and initial phases.

Executed activities on follow-up phase
are recorded on "Daily QC Report”




TRAININGS

Each type of work at the site is tra mg by englneer to
workers regularly.



Pre-Concrete Check-List

For all pre-concrete works, site team should provide check-list to the
quality department
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Nonconformity Reports
Structural Works

» A PR Y ic Uygunsuziuk Raporu

- Al BN~ Rapor No Q RONESANSHOLDING

e RONESANSHOLDING X i Hay P1718-RC -STR-NCR-18-
58265/19.4.2018

RENAISSANCE CONSTRUCTION Birim Personel Umut YEMENOGLU

Alt Yiklenici Birim
j Piot 17-1
Foye il Fe I m

Aktivite BETONARME ISLERI L
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——
Lokasyon Ek

T2 kule konut binasi +260.600/+273.500 kotu KI/9/1-8/2 akslar arasi CTM-68-010 nolu cekirdek perdesinde vibrator ve paspayi
eksikliginden dolayi betonda segregasyon ve bosluk olustugu

Uygunsuziuk Kok sadece bir bolgede vibrator eksikliginden dolayi segragasyon olusmustur. resimlerde gozuken demirder LK-11 merdiven sahanlik
Nedenleri sakallaridir. Dolayisiyla paspayi eksikliginden dolayi kaynaklanan bir sikinti yoktur.

Onerilen Faaliyet betoncu ekipi vibrator vurulmasi konusunda uyarilacaktir.

Planianan
Kapatma Tarhi S bl

Dizeltici iglem

Agiklama uygun tamir harci ile tamir edildi.

Kapatma Tarihi 20.04.2018
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Temperature List

» All data is recorded to temperature list where is able to see how strength
does the components have.
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High Strength Concrete

Supervision of in Neva Towers

MACTEP BETOCH

Time-Strength curve B80 Class concrete depends on temperature
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Concreting in Winter
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RENAISSANCE
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NEVA TOWERS

Health And
Safety Executive

In addition to the measures taken for development of Health, Safety and Environment
applications and for preventing apparent absolute hazards from bringing undesired results
inthe projects and establishments of Rénesans Holding and its affiliates, in case of violati-
on of the below written rules, this ZERO TOLERANCE POLICY shall be applied in the scope
of Rénesans Holding HSE Disciplinary Standard (HOL-HSE-STD-005).

CANCELLATION OF THE LABOR/EMPLOYMENT CONTRACT
1 . . . .
3 ] . ,

TOLERANCE

7

O v s W

To be involved in physical assault and/or fight

To use alcohol and/or drugs during the working hours, to be under the effect of and
provide /carry such substances

To work at higher altitudes without taking / implementing security measures

. Tochange / break scaffoldings and other elevated working platforms without authorization

Continuous high-speed driving inside and/or outside of the operations/project site

. To change/replace emergency equipment without prior permission or to cause damage

to such equipment
To operate work machines without having a valid license

Without considering the fact that they are the employees of the main contractor or subcontractor,
employees violating the rules specified above shall promptly be removed from the projects and
operations owned by Ronesans Holding.

Y i5 SAGLIGI GUVENLIG
\ >/ CEVRE

o i HEALTH SAFETY
< RONESANSHOLDING e iecs

CHAYAIIA BE3OMNACHOCTb!
SAFETY FIRST!
ONCE IS GUVENLIGI |



< RONESANSHOLDING

MONTHLY HSE STATISTICS REPORT

RON-P1718-18-04

Group Company

RC

Project(s)

PLOT 17-18

Project Location

Moscow,Russia

Project Progress Percent

I 36.9900 I

Project Start Date 01.10.2013 Total Project Employess I 3,389 I
Project Finish Date 31.12.2019 Direct Personnel 2,859
Project Manager Bilgehan CELIK Indirekt Personel 530

Project HSE Manager

Osman DOGRUER

Direct Site HSE Personnel

I 29 I

Company HSE Coordinator

Glrcan Giiven

Direct HSE / Total manpower

I 1/117 |

Report Owner

Osman DOGRUER
CurrentMonth

After Last LTI ManHours
CurrentYear

890,180
Job Inception

Manhours

837,120

2,781,700

10,213,195

e CurrentMonth CurrentYear Job Inception
Attendants | Total Time | Attendants | Total Time | Attendants | Total Time
OSGB Trainings (# of attendees) 0 0 0 0 0 0
HSE Induction (2 hrs) (# of attendees) 565 1130 1600 3200 7429 14858
Toolbox (0,25 hrs) (# of attendees) 22356 5589 88523 22130.75 243258 60814.5
Job Spesific Trainings (Attendees - Total Man Hour) 3161 5925 9832 17766 32959 54431
On-The-Job Trainings (Attendees - Total Man-Hour) 68 68 468 468 2817 2817
Uglincii Taraf Egitimleri(Attendees - Total Man-Hour) 0 0 2 176 137 1064
Company Target for
TOTAL (excluding ind. & TBT) 3229 5993 1030 Trainings is 0.0050 ﬂ 58312
Training hours/man-hour ratio I 0.0072 I I 0.0066 I I 0.0057 I




CurrentMonth CurrentYear Job Inception
ACCIDENTS/INCIDENTS
/! # Cases # Freq # Cases # Freq # Cases re
Fatali FA 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Non Occupational Fatality (NOF) 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 I 0.06
Lost Time Incident (LT1) 0 0.00 1 C‘f’;‘:ﬁ.“?s?;%“ ' 10 0.20
Restricted Work Case (RWC) 0 0.00 4 0.29 17 0.33
Medical Treatment Case (MTC) 2 0.48 9 0.65 72 1.41
First Aid Case (FAC) 28 6.69 116 8.34 596 ITI
Occupational lliness (o1) 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Property / Equipment Damage (PED) 0 0.00 1 0.07 8 0.16
Motor Vehicle Incident (Mv1) 0 0.00 0 0.00 6 0.12
Fire Incident (F1) 0 0.00 2 0.14 10 0.20
Environmental Incident (El) 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Near Miss (NM) 86 20.55 288 20.71 722 14.14
Unsafe Act / Condition (UAC) 272 64.98 952 68.45 3,573 69.97
Lost Work Days (LWD) 0 0.00 20 1.44 191 3.74
Restricted Work Days (RWD) 0 0.00 41 2.95 170 3.33
Toplam Kaydedilebilir Kaza (TRI') 2 0.48 14 1.01 99 1.94
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Broken Fire Hydrant System



HSE Management
Walkdowns .




All site personnel has been evacuated in 19 minutes in our last
Emergency Situation Drill executed on 31 March 2018.




TRAINING AND INCENTIVE ACTIONS
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