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National Offshore Safety Advisory Committee (NOSAC) 

Lifeboats and Rescue Craft Safety on the Outer Continental Shelf 
(August 26, 2020) 

FINAL REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

NOSAC Task Statement of September 11, 2019 – PROVIDE RECOMMENDATIONS ON DRILLS AND 

TRAINING AND GENERAL SAFETY FOR LIFEBOATS AND RESCUE CRAFT USED ON OUTER CONTINENTAL 

SHELF UNITS. 

Executive Summary 

Incidents with lifeboats that result in serious injuries or fatalities or damage to the equipment occur with 
some degree of regularity in the world’s merchant shipping fleets and in the offshore oil and gas industry.  
The irony is that nearly all of these incidents occur during regulatory required testing of the equipment 
intended to ensure its operational readiness and operator competency.   

The challenges and risks associated with lifeboat operations in the offshore environment are no different. 
In fact, they are even greater where it concerns fixed and floating OCS facilities (i.e. platforms) and non-
shipshape Mobile Offshore Drilling Units (MODUs).  This is because units of this type are fully exposed and 
cannot easily, safely, or practicably, stabilize the lifeboats during launch and recovery, thus making the 
recovery phase of the lifeboat even more difficult.  In contrast, a ship normally satisfies this regulatory 
duty at the dock or in some other benign location, and its hull can provide a protective lee or guide to 
more easily stabilize the crafts during launching and recovery.  A ship can also more easily and safely 
transfer people to and from an already lowered lifeboat to effect launch, operation, and recovery.  
Lifeboat operations from any application involves risk; however, ship-based applications are far better 
able to mitigate this risk than fixed and floating OCS facilities can. 

The issues around lifeboat safety on fixed and floating OCS facilities has never been fully evaluated in the 
U.S.  Compounding the problem is the dated, deficient, ambiguous, and tremendously disparate United 
Stated Coast Guard (USCG) regulatory framework for these types of OCS units.  This is further exacerbated 
by the insufficient training and experience of USCG marine inspectors who, while technically competent 
in lifeboat design, may lack familiarity, relevant experience, and sufficient awareness of the risks with 
lifeboat operations on the OCS. This has led to instances of regulatorily influenced practices with lifeboats 
from fixed and floating OCS facilities that do not fully consider the additional challenges and risks faced 
when conducting lifeboat operations from these kinds of OCS units. 

The industry also has ownership of this issue.  The selection and outfitting of lifeboats is generally not a 
primary consideration during the planning and development of a fixed or floating OCS facility and its 
associated infrastructure.  Space constraints usually mean that production needs take precedence and 
the selection, and arrangement of lifeboat systems are adjusted according to these other concerns. 
Operators are also faced with a limited selection of lifeboat types from which to consider and what is 
usually available are ship-based systems only slightly modified for offshore facility use.  As production 
moved to deeper water and fixed and floating OCS facilities became larger and more complex, this 
sometimes translated into larger personnel complements.  To minimize the footprint for lifeboats, 
operators tend to favor production facility designs with fewer, larger craft.   
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Lifeboats are designed so that personnel may safely and efficiently abandon a ship or offshore facility in 
the case of an extreme or imminent disaster. They are not designed to be readily or easily retrieved.  This 
is a constantly overlooked aspect in any regulation or Original Equipment Manufacturer (OEM) 
maintenance guide that compels or suggests a periodic launch to confirm operational readiness and 
operator competency.  This report will detail the additional risks to equipment and personnel faced by 
fixed and floating OCS facilities when they attempt to launch and recover lifeboats with davit and winch 
systems that are positioned above the sea level many times greater than conventional sea going vessels.  
  
Alternatives to SOLAS and other regulatory driven lifeboat launching practices have existed in other well-
regulated offshore areas for many years that appropriately consider the unique risks and challenges faced 
by fixed and floating OCS facilities.  In order to improve lifeboat safety on these types of units on the U.S. 
OCS, it is incumbent upon the industry and the USCG to learn as much about other best practices in place 
and consider them for implementation in the U.S.  Primary among these should include the acceptance of 
alternative protocols for traditional launching that achieves the same dual-purpose of testing the 
equipment and assuring operator competency - while greatly reducing the risk of injury to persons and 
damage to equipment. 
 
Planning and Deliberation 
 
To facilitate the discussion and resulting collection of information needed to complete this report, 
Subcommittee meetings commenced in October 2019 and took place periodically as detailed below.  Also, 
the USCG and Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement (BSEE) in the U.S. Pacific Area were sent 
a copy of the Task Statement and asked to provide their input on the issue as it may concern any fixed 
offshore platforms with lifeboats fitted off the coast of Southern California. Their input indicated they had 
not had any issues relative to this topic.  
 
The suggestions, recommendations, and input of the Subcommittee were compiled by the Co-Chairs and 
incorporated into a draft working document.  This draft was accessible via Dropbox™ for Subcommittee 
members to review and provide feedback.    
 
Conduct of Work 
 
11 Sep 2019 Task Statement issued by USCG and Subcommittee stood up by NOSAC 
02 Oct 2019 Initial Subcommittee Teleconference - 23 participants 
16 Oct 2019 In-person meeting, International Association of Drilling Contractors (IADC) Offices, 

Houston, TX - 38 participants 
12 Dec 2019 In-person meeting, Exxon offices, Spring, TX - 41 participants 
27 Feb 2020 In-person meeting, Oxy offices, The Woodlands, TX - 28 participants 
28 May 2020 Teleconference - 28 participants 
23 July 2020  Teleconference - 28 participants 
 
The Subcommittee Chairs specifically wish to thank the Offshore Operators Committee (OOC), IADC, 
Exxon, and Oxy for their support of this effort and willingness to host the in-person meetings.  The in-
person meetings and teleconferences were well attended with an average of over 30 attendees at each 
convening.  In addition, we had excellent representation from the equipment manufacturers (OEMs), 
notably: Palfinger (Schat-Harding), Alexander-Ryan, Fassmer, Norsafe (Viking), Survival Systems 
International (SSI), and Survitec. Virtual Marine Technology (VMT) of Canada also participated in the 
meetings. The participation, expertise, and perspectives of these individuals and the rest of the 
Subcommittee members is greatly appreciated and provided an invaluable contribution to this report.   
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Related Activities 
 
There were other efforts taking place during the deliberation of this Task Statement worth mentioning 
as they are related to the issue of advancing lifeboat safety on fixed and floating OCS facilities. 
 
Industry Visit to Newfoundland and Labrador 
 
In early March 2020 a small contingent of members of the Offshore Operators Committee traveled to St. 
John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador to meet with their regulators, operators, trade associations, training 
providers, researchers, and educators to learn more about their experiences with adopting alternative 
procedures for lifeboat launching in their Atlantic offshore area.  The visit was highly beneficial and offered 
key insights and perspectives on the same issues being discussed in the Gulf of Mexico (GOM).  The Coast 
Guard was also invited to send a representative on this trip or to call in during the meetings but was, 
unfortunately, unable to participate.  
 
OOC Guidance Document 
 
The Offshore Operators Committee developed and published a Guidance Document titled “Alternatives 
to Lifeboat Launching” using their Lifeboat Workgroup.  This document offers a framework an operator 
of a fixed or floating OCS facility can use if they elect to propose alternatives to launching to the USCG.  It 
uses the already established International Maritime Organization (IMO) Maritime Safety Committee 
(MSC) Circular 1486 as a basis since this document allows MODUs that comply with the IMO MODU Code 
to implement alternatives for launching provided the “alternatives employed achieve a level of assurance 
of capability and readiness at least equivalent to that achieved through periodic launching and 
maneuvering”.  This Guidance Document is included as Appendix A. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Recommendations relevant to the tasks in the Task Statement will be detailed in the following Main 
Report.  This report, it’s findings, and recommendations reflect the consensus of the Subcommittee 
unless indicated otherwise.  This report is respectfully submitted for acceptance by the NOSAC. 
 
 

Warren Weaver 
______________________________________  
Warren Weaver, Co-Chair 
 

Eric Roan 
______________________________________ 
Eric Roan, Co-Chair 
 

Chris Woodle 
______________________________________ 
Chris Woodle, Co-Chair 
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MAIN REPORT – Task Statement Description and Overview 
 
Scope of Report 
 
Under this NOSAC Task Statement, the Subcommittee was charged with providing input relative to the 
safety of lifeboats and rescue craft on the U.S. Outer Continental Shelf (OCS).  While the Task Statement 
identifies the scope of the analysis to be “OCS Units”, the primary scope of this report is lifeboat and 
rescue craft safety on fixed and floating OCS (production) facilities.  This is due to the fact these types of 
OCS units do not benefit from the same comprehensive, relevant, and contemporary regulatory construct 
as MODUs which are primarily regulated under the various IMO MODU Codes and flagged by flag states 
other than the U.S.  In contrast, fixed and floating OCS facilities in the U.S. are not documented (flagged).  
They are not subject to IMO instruments, rather, only USCG (national) regulations which, as has already 
been stated, is problematic due to a variety of factors.  Where MODUs or IMO instruments (e.g. SOLAS, 
MODU Code, STCW, etc.) are mentioned in this report, it is mainly to provide a comparison to other 
related standards.  As will become clearly evident, “One Gulf, One Standard” is still very much just a 
concept.  Note: where the term “platform” or “installation” is used they are also synonymous with the 
regulatory terms “fixed and/or floating OCS facility”. 
 
Background 
 
The topic of lifeboat safety is a persistent issue.  Incidents with lifeboats in regular merchant shipping are 
well documented and continue to occur*.  The topic of lifeboat safety in offshore oil and gas drilling and 
production operations does not usually benefit from the same analysis as exists for merchant shipping; 
however, the fact remains incidents with lifeboats occur irrespective of application as evidenced by the 
fatal incident in the GOM in 2019. 
* Reference is made to the Oil Companies International Marine Forum (OCIMF) and Marine Accident Investigation Brach (MAIB) reports of 2000 
and 2001 as these are the most recent comprehensive publications on this issue. Internet searches for “lifeboat accident” and awareness of 
trade publications on the issue serve to reinforce this statement.  Also, the Maritime Accident Casebook site provides additional information 
(http://maritimeaccident.org/categories/lifeboat-accidents/). 

 
Lifeboat Operations on U.S. Fixed and Floating OCS Facilities 
 
Lifeboat operations on these types of OCS units and the regulatory framework under which they fall in 
the U.S. is an issue lacking comprehensive analysis. This report will attempt to identify and detail some of 
the many issues related to the operation of lifeboats from fixed and floating OCS facilities on the U.S. OCS 
that have served to increase the risk of this activity.  By addressing the individual Tasks and providing 
detailed recommendations, it is hoped actions can be taken, as appropriate, to address the issues 
presented and reduce the risk of injury or death to personnel and damage to critical lifesaving equipment. 
 
In order to help frame the issue, the following points are worth highlighting because whether taken 
individually or collectively, they are relevant to the issue of lifeboat and rescue craft safety on fixed and 
floating OCS facilities. 
 

• Regulatory framework 

• Differences in lifesaving requirements for fixed and floating OCS facilities  

• Regulatory requirements that compel periodic launching 

• Oversight, training, and experience of USCG Marine Inspectors 

• Equipment selection by operators 

• Training and experience of offshore personnel with lifesaving duties 

• Training providers and approval and oversight of courses offered 

• Marine Casualty history related to lifesaving appliances on fixed and floating OCS facilities 

http://maritimeaccident.org/categories/lifeboat-accidents/
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• Risks and challenges associated with launching equipment from platforms 
 
 
Regulatory Framework 
 
Reference is hereby made to the March 28, 2018 NOSAC Production Subcommittee Final Report under 
the NOSAC Task Statement of July 17, 2017 – Input to Support Regulatory Reform of Coast Guard 
Regulations – Executive Orders 13771 and 13283 (hereinafter referred to as the “Regulatory Reform 
Report”). This report provides a detailed history and analysis of the USCG regulatory framework for fixed 
and floating OCS facilities.  Additionally, it provides a 60+ year summary of activities related to Subchapter 
N which was not a direct work product of the Production Sector Subcommittee; however, it is instructive 
in this area.  This report can be found at the following link:  
https://homeport.uscg.mil/Lists/Content/Attachments/11796/NOSAC%20CG%20Reg%20Reform-
Production-FINAL.20180315.pdf 
 
Differences in Lifesaving Requirements for Fixed and Floating OCS Facilities 
 
As detailed in the Regulatory Reform Report, the regulatory framework the USCG has for fixed and floating 
OCS facilities is quite incongruent between manned fixed OCS facilities and floating OCS facilities.  Manned 
fixed OCS facilities follow regulations dating from the Eisenhower Administration and are required to have 
a very rudimentary outfitting of lifesaving appliances.  Floating OCS facilities are held to certain 
requirements in 46 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Subchapter I-A for U.S. Flagged MODUs and follow 
a MODU/Vessel standard. This is puzzling, especially when one considers most of the same risks are 
present on both types of facilities.  One of the primary risks involves fire and explosion so the suitability 
of a life float or life raft is questionable at best as it offers nothing in the way of fire protection provided 
one can even successfully launch or safely enter it.  Contrast this with a floating OCS facility which is 
required to have fully-enclosed fire protected lifeboats for up to 200% of the maximum allowed number 
of personnel on board (e.g. 100% capacity at “two widely separated locations” though 150% capacity at 
three separate locations has also been accepted).  A simple table below outlines the significant difference 
in these requirements. 
 

Appliance/Training Fixed (manned) OCS 
Facility 

Floating OCS Facility 

Life Floats  
Required  

(for 100% of Persons on Board 
[POB]) 

Not Permitted 

Life Rafts  See Footnote 1   Required 
 (for 100% of POB) 

Fully-enclosed Fire Protected Lifeboats See Footnote 1  
Required  

(for up to 200% of POB depending on boat 
location configuration) 

Rescue Boat Not Required Required 

Certificated Lifeboatman Training Not Required Required2  
1. Life raft or lifeboats (capsules) can be substituted for the life float, but neither are required. 
2. Not required by applicable regulations, but traditionally mandated by D8 Policy Letter 03-2000, CH-1. 

 
It can be surmised that the 1956-era regulations for fixed OCS facilities represented the thinking at the 
time based on the types of installations that existed then, where they were located, the understanding of 
the risks, and the types of lifesaving appliances that were available on the market.  Regardless, this 
regulation still exists today and is only one example of how the USCG has not been successful in advancing 
more appropriate regulation for the offshore industry.  The table above is intended to offer a simple 
comparative analysis of this disparity. The Subcommittee found no evidence of a USCG or industry 

https://homeport.uscg.mil/Lists/Content/Attachments/11796/NOSAC%20CG%20Reg%20Reform-Production-FINAL.20180315.pdf
https://homeport.uscg.mil/Lists/Content/Attachments/11796/NOSAC%20CG%20Reg%20Reform-Production-FINAL.20180315.pdf
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initiated analysis of the risks to fixed and floating OCS facilities in the U.S. and how those risks should 
inform decisions related to the installation of appropriate lifesaving equipment and requirements for 
relevant training.  The fact remains that despite many of the same risks, manned fixed OCS facilities are 
held to a much lower standard with regard to primary lifesaving equipment and training than floating OCS 
facilities.  Most troubling is the minimum required appliances on a manned fixed OCS facility is, arguably, 
the least suitable. 
 
Regulatory Requirements Regarding Periodic Launching 
 
Similar to the disparity in equipment requirements discussed above. The issue of explicit regulatory 
requirements that direct periodic launching and operating of lifeboats in the water has been variously 
applied depending upon OCS facility type.  The Regulatory Reform Report discusses how this came about 
with the use of selected regulations in 46 CFR for Subchapter I-A.  Historically, the USCG held floating OCS 
facilities to the regulations at 46 CFR 109.213(d)(3) and (4): 
 
(3) Each lifeboat must be launched with its assigned operating crew aboard and maneuvered in the 
water at least once every 3 months, during an abandonment drill. 
 
(4) As far as is reasonable and practicable, rescue boats other than lifeboats which are also rescue boats, 
must be launched each month with their assigned crew aboard and maneuvered in the water. In all cases 
this requirement must be complied with at least once every 3 months.  
 
As detailed in the Regulatory Reform Report, no regulations at 46 CFR Part 109, with the sole exception 
of the required contents of a Marine Operations Manual addressed at 46 CFR 109.121, are applicable to 
floating OCS facilities.  This is due to the fact that 46 CFR Part 109 is not specifically invoked by 33 CFR 
143.120. 
 
This leaves us with the challenge to discern explicit launch requirements from 33 CFR Subchapter N for 
both fixed and floating OCS facilities.  While reasonable minds may disagree, it is the opinion of this 
Subcommittee that an explicit requirement for a periodic launch is not evident in Subchapter N.  At best, 
it is sufficiently ambiguous.  Relevant cites infer that equipment must be in “good” condition and there 
must be personnel with a degree of familiarity in their use.  The OOC Guidance Document “Alternatives 
to Lifeboat Launching” provides a detailed discussion on this issue.  
 
On May 19, 2020, the USCG D8 OCS OCMI published Policy Letter 01-2020 titled “Emergency Evacuation 
Drills on Manned Facilities with Lifeboats”. In this Policy Letter, the OCMI provides official USCG 
interpretation that 33 CFR 146.125(c)(1) means that “all lifeboats aboard a facility, shall, at a minimum, 
be launched annually with the assigned lifeboat crew in order to fulfill the requirements of the annual 
emergency evacuation drill required by the unit’s Emergency Evacuation Plan (EEP)”. 
 
This Policy Letter goes on to state “the default method for verifying the competency of personnel, and the 
fitness of emergency equipment, is the evaluation of drills in accordance with an approved EEP.  This 
includes the lowering and launching of lifeboats”. The Policy Letter also restates the ability of an operator 
to submit an alternative procedure for launching boats to water under 33 CFR 140.15.  The OOC Guidance 
Document provides a framework around which an operator can develop a proposal should they elect to 
implement alternative protocols.   
 
Despite differences of opinion on this matter, there is agreement that lifesaving equipment must be 
maintained and tested to ensure its operational readiness at all times. Furthermore, there is agreement 
that there must be appropriately trained personnel charged with its use.  The USCG is correct that the 
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default - or rather “historical” (or “usual”) - method to verify this competency was by launching to the 
water.  However, it is the opinion of this Subcommittee that there are other methods that can achieve 
the same objectives.   
 
It would be constructive to look at practices which have existed for many years in other well-regulated 
offshore areas as they have already addressed the risks of launching from offshore platforms and 
identified effective alternatives that satisfy the two primary elements of equipment readiness and 
operator competency.  The OOC Guidance Document provides a comprehensive discussion on the issue 
of alternatives.  Lastly, it seems premature that the USCG would come out with a policy directive such as 
this considering their investigation report into the fatal lifeboat accident in 2019 has not been made 
available to the public. It is suggested (and anticipated) that the findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations in that report may help advance the discussions around the issues of launching and 
recovering lifeboats from fixed and floating OCS facilities, especially considering the manner in which this 
has been done historically could be part of the problem 
 
Training and Experience of USCG (OCS) Marine Inspectors 
 
Coast Guard Marine Inspectors are sourced in a variety of ways.  Some may be seasoned veterans of the 
service with USCG seagoing experience, others may be Junior Officers (JOs) new to the service, others 
could be Direct Commission Officers from Maritime Academies (with or without actual commercial 
seagoing or industry experience), and others come from the USCG Civilian Workforce who, likewise have 
a variety of backgrounds (retired CG personnel, Maritime Academy Graduates, etc.).  The intended 
equalizer, regardless of source, is the USCG Performance Qualification System (PQS) for a relevant 
inspection qualification.  The PQS process puts the individual seeking a particular inspection qualification 
through a structured training process which primarily involves on-the-job training (OJT).  This process is 
completely dependent upon the opportunity to go offshore to inspect a platform or MODU, so it can be 
somewhat more protracted than other PQS processes involving vessels that can be more easily accessed 
for training (e.g. ship at the dock, etc.).  Of note, the PQS does not include as a mandatory pre-requisite 
to obtaining qualification the requirement for a prospective inspector to complete a USCG Approved 
Proficiency in Survival Craft (PSC) course or call for any additional specialized training in lifeboat or other 
USCG approved lifesaving systems. 
 
While the USCG has made improvements in their PQS processes and training of the Marine Inspection 
Corps over the years, these efforts are continually stymied by the nuances of it being a militarily structured 
organization.  With the exception of the Civilian employees and, to some degree, the Chief Warrant 
Officers, the larger part of the Marine Inspection Corps is subject to frequent rotations.  This makes the 
ability of the organization to maintain the requisite expertise to manage this mission and effectively 
develop proficiency in its ranks an elusive concept.  The Congressional Research Service report, The Coast 
Guard’s Need for Experienced Marine Safety Personnel (published September 19, 2019) provides an 
excellent overview of this perpetual issue. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/homesec/R45923.pdf    
 
Another similar analysis was done by VADM James Card (USCG, Retired).  It’s titled “Coast Guard Marine 
Safety Analysis: An Independent Assessment and Suggestions for Improvement”.  Arguably many of the 
issues he raised in 2007 still exist today.   
https://regulatoryseas.files.wordpress.com/2008/03/vadm-card-report-_final_.pdf 
 
As it concerns their OCS mission, these conditions are exacerbated further as it is very much a regional 
issue (District 8 and, to a much lesser degree, District 11).  Coast Guard expertise with OCS issues primarily 
only exists within these Districts and at their OCS National Center of Expertise (NCOE).  Historically, it has 
been somewhat challenging for the USCG to assign personnel to these positions, especially in the (GOM) 

https://fas.org/sgp/crs/homesec/R45923.pdf
https://regulatoryseas.files.wordpress.com/2008/03/vadm-card-report-_final_.pdf
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as it is often not viewed as highly desirable from a quality of life standpoint (quality of schools, frequent 
hurricanes, greater operational tempo/workload) by most USCG personnel.  Plus, it involves frequent 
travel offshore via a contracted helicopter service provider.  Despite this, exceptions exist and there have 
been many who have been able to stay for more than one or two tours eventually; however, the frequent 
personnel transfer process erodes any gains in experienced personnel.  Extreme variations in the numbers 
of qualified OCS inspectors / Officers in Charge of Marine Inspection (OCMIs) are common and will always 
be an issue so long as the USCG manages their Marine Inspection workforce in this manner. 
 
The work of an OCS inspector is even more challenging because there are so few parallels to other vessel 
types they inspect. Offshore facilities share regulatory oversight with the Bureau of Safety and 
Environmental Enforcement (BSEE) and how their respective jurisdiction is delineated is detailed in a 
series of Memoranda of Agreement between the two agencies.  Regardless, the USCG has sole jurisdiction 
of lifesaving systems on fixed and floating platforms.   
 
Equipment Selection by Operators 
 
Much like the platforms that dot the GOM, the selection of lifesaving equipment is likewise all over the 
map.  As mentioned earlier, the selection and outfitting of lifesaving equipment on platforms, while 
important and not overlooked, is less of a priority compared with the other design considerations having 
to do with the primary purpose of the platform – to safely and efficiently produce oil and gas for a design 
life of 20-30 or more years.  This leads to non-standardization of equipment amongst platforms and, in 
some cases, even on the same platform. 
 
As discussed above, the disparity in regulation between fixed and floating OCS facilities also influences 
equipment selection.  Regardless, when a lifeboat system is installed, it must be USCG approved or 
otherwise accepted under a recognition agreement by the USCG.  Also, 46 CFR 108.520(a) requires 
lifeboats to be approved under approval series 46 CFR 160.035, an approval series for which there are no 
longer any regulations.  As a result, there are a mix of series 46 CFR 160.035 and 46 CFR 160.135 lifeboats 
on the OCS. 
 
The decision an operator must make to go with fewer boats of larger capacity or more boats of smaller 
capacity is largely influenced during the design phase of the platform.  As with anything else during this 
design process, space constraints, limitations posed by hazardous areas, egress routing, met ocean 
conditions, hull form, and the application of vessel-based regulations on things that aren’t vessels all come 
into play.  Other factors such as the need for more personnel on board (POB) during platform installation 
or turnaround (TAR) events are taken into consideration, also.   
 
Another factor influencing the operator’s decision is the type of lifeboat available on the market.  In the 
GOM these have only consisted of davit launched craft of either the dual-fall or single-fall variety.  The 
davit arrangements are usually of the cantilever-type which places the boat over, and provides a direct 
path to, the water below.  This is in contrast to gravity-type davits which hold the boats over the deck 
while in the stowed position.  There are no free-fall type lifeboats installed on GOM platforms; however, 
these are common in other offshore areas of the world.  This is a result of operator choice and not due to 
any regulatory prohibition.  Either the single-fall or dual-fall are suitable for their designed purpose of 
platform abandonment; however, dual-fall launching systems are more complex and dual-fall boats are 
usually more challenging to recover from the water because of the added difficulty of connecting two 
hooks instead of only one.  The OOC Guidance Document provides further discussion on this issue. 
 
Alternatives to davit launched craft have not been evaluated to any great degree though it is suggested 
better ways of platform abandonment should be explored.  Lifeboat design has remained relatively 
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unchanged for years.  In 2007, the United Kingdom (UK) Health and Safety Executive (HSE) published a 
document titled Overview of TEMPSC Performance Standards.  It provides an excellent analysis of the 
application of lifeboat systems offshore.  It also provides some insight on alternative systems. With regard 
to the fact lifeboat design remains unchanged, it concludes that “it is a clear case of standards failing to 
keep pace with technical possibilities”.  
https://www.hse.gov.uk/research/rrpdf/rr599.pdf 
 
Training and Experience of Offshore Personnel with Lifesaving Duties 
 
The training and experience of offshore personnel on fixed and floating OCS facilities with lifesaving duties 
varies greatly.  This is due, primarily, because of USCG policy relative to floating OCS facilities as discussed 
above.  Specifically, the D8 Policy Letter 03-2000, CH-1, has set their expected standard for manning of 
floating OCS facilities.  Despite the fact this policy letter is not based in any applicable law or regulation, it 
“requires” (via policy) that persons in charge of lifeboats on floating OCS facilities must have an 
endorsement of Lifeboatman on their USCG Merchant Mariner Credential (MMC) (also not required by 
law or regulation) or have a certificate of completion of a Lifeboatman course if they do not have an MMC.  
The course “Proficiency in Survival Craft and Rescue Boat” (PSCRB) is the STCW (International Convention 
on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers) equivalent for Lifeboatman.  It’s 
a 4-day USCG approved course, and the D8 policy letter sets it as a one-time event with no requirement 
for a periodic refresher, although it should be mentioned that mariners on vessels subject to STCW have 
to refresh this training every 5 years.  Contrast this with fixed OCS facilities with lifeboats where there is 
no USCG policy “mandating” this.   Any training like this would be at the sole discretion of the operator. 
 
The practical exposure that personnel on floating OCS facilities have with lifeboats is typically much more 
than those on fixed OCS facilities.  For many years the USCG held floating OCS facilities to a quarterly 
launch requirement which has since been determined as not being applicable.  Fixed OCS facilities usually 
launch their boats less frequently and do not see anything close to the same level of oversight by the 
USCG as floating OCS facilities do because the USCG extended their authority to provide oversight on 
operator self-inspection of  fixed OCS facilities to BSEE (then the Minerals Management Service [MMS]) 
in 2002. 
  
Lastly, per the D8 policy letter, there is a USCG expectation – but not a regulatory requirement – to 
maintain a “marine crew” on floating OCS facilities. Generally, the presence of a marine crew has 
enhanced the level of competency with lifeboats, their maintenance, and operations on those kinds of 
platforms. 
 
Training Providers, Approval and Oversight of Courses Offered 
 
There are several providers in the GOM region who offer USCG approved Lifeboatman/PSCRB courses.  
Feedback from personnel who have attended these schools indicates the quality of training varies by 
provider.  Just like the PQS for marine inspector training, USCG approval and periodic auditing of the 
courses they approve is meant to be the equalizer.  Even so, the USCG personnel doing the auditing are 
not the same personnel inspecting lifesaving systems or observing drills offshore.  The auditors are usually 
from an element of the USCG’s National Maritime Center (NMC), and the purpose of their audit is to 
evaluate the course from the standpoint of the approved course content.  The value of the oversight is 
questionable, because it highlights a disconnect from the part of the USCG charged with ensuring USCG 
courses are conducted as approved with the part of the USCG charged with ensuring compliance offshore.  
The level of interaction between these two elements of the USCG is usually little to none, which results in 
USCG approved courses that may not be entirely relevant. 
 

https://www.hse.gov.uk/research/rrpdf/rr599.pdf
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As it concerns training for the OCS, generally, there is no uniformity.  USCG training tied to the D8 Policy 
“requires” certain training for those positions deemed to need a Merchant Mariner Credential (MMC).  
The policy letter simply borrows the manning construct for MODUs, which is based in law, and applies 
them to floating OCS facilities, which is not.  There is no specific USCG test bank of questions for floating 
OCS facilities as it uses the questions from the MODU test bank. As a result, the relevance of the test is 
questionable at best.   
 
Marine Casualty History Related to Lifesaving Appliances on Fixed and Floating OCS Facilities 
 
As previously indicated, an analysis of the effectiveness of lifesaving systems on fixed and floating OCS 
facilities in the U.S. OCS does not appear to exist.  While individual companies may have an Evacuation, 
Escape, and Rescue (EER) document* that reflects broad performance goals of an EER system, something 
like this has never been done for the U.S. OCS. 
*This is not the same as the Emergency Evacuation Plan (EEP) required by 33 CFR 146.140 

 
The current regulatory reporting threshold for incidents specific to lifesaving systems on fixed and floating 
OCS facilities in the U.S. also suffers from the inadequacy of the dated Subchapter N regulations.  
Currently, the required reporting threshold in 33 CFR 146.30(b) is for “each casualty involving the facility 
which results in…damage affecting the usefulness of primary lifesaving or firefighting equipment”.  This is 
ambiguous at best since a lifeboat can be damaged during an incident or “casualty” and still be perfectly 
useful for its intended purpose.  It is suggested a better way to capture this information would be for the 
USCG to amend its regulations to require a report for any damage to USCG approved lifesaving or 
firefighting equipment as the result of an incident or “casualty”.  Note: The 1998 Proposed Rule that would 
have provided a much needed update to Subchapter N required reporting for “Impairment to the operation 
of any of the facility’s primary lifesaving or fire-fighting equipment”. 
 
The Marine Casualty reporting requirement sets the minimum standard for reporting.  Should the USCG 
investigate the incident, that data is then entered into their Marine Information for Safety and Law 
Enforcement (MISLE) database.  Conceivably, this database could then be queried for a picture of marine 
casualty events and trends on the OCS and for those affecting lifesaving systems insofar as it relates to 
the data that was input into the system.  It is suggested this information is incomplete primarily because 
of the vague nature of the current reporting requirement and the fact there is no other functionality or 
alternative to report “near misses”. 
 
Even so, some of the more notable incidents with lifeboats involving floating OCS platforms in the GOM 
are fairly well known in the industry whether they are reflected in MISLE or not.  In the last 15 years there 
have been at least two serious incidents involving the failure of a component leading to a boat falling to 
water from significant height from floating OCS facilities.  Both of these occurred during required periodic 
weight testing (i.e. 10% overload test).  Had anyone been in these boats at the time, it can easily be 
concluded that very serious injuries or fatalities would have occurred.  The only known fatal incident 
involving a lifeboat from a floating OCS facility in the GOM occurred in June 2019.  This incident occurred 
during periodic launching of the platform’s lifeboats and resulted in two fatalities.  The USCG investigation 
into this incident was not available as of the date of this report.  Additionally, there have been several 
serious incidents involving lifeboats on MODUs in the GOM and internationally as well. 
 
It is suggested that information from individual operators regarding issues they have had with their 
lifeboats and other USCG approved lifesaving systems would be useful in building a more complete and 
accurate picture of the frequency and severity of events involving this equipment.  A “near-miss” reporting 
functionality that allowed for anonymous submittals could serve to address this.  Input received from 
operators during the deliberation of this Task Statement indicates the incidents involving damage to boats 
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and potential injury to lifeboat crew are common when launching to water, especially during the recovery 
phase due to contact with swinging D-rings while attempting to reconnect to the falls. 
 
Risks and Challenges Associated with Launching Equipment from Platforms 
 
Finally, the additional risks and challenges encountered when attempting to routinely launch and recover 
lifeboats from fixed and floating OCS facilities to either satisfy a (perceived) regulatory requirement or 
OEM testing protocol needs to be fully understood by both the Industry and the Coast Guard. 
 
The OOC Guidance Document contains a detailed discussion of the unique challenges and increased risk 
this activity poses from a fixed or floating OCS facility.  It is suggested that this particular issue has not 
received the level of attention it needs because of the relatively low frequency of (known) incidents and 
the fact it has mainly been viewed mainly from a U.S. (GOM) perspective. 
 
There has not been an incident requiring the full abandonment of a floating OCS facility by lifeboats in the 
GOM.  The most recent incident on a fixed OCS facility occurred in 2017 and was successful.  This served 
to reinforce the equipment can function as required in an emergency.  The issue of how best to 
periodically test this equipment and prove operator competency is worth exploring further. Especially 
considering other well-regulated offshore areas in the world long ago identified this as an issue and 
worked to implement effective alternative protocols.  In fact, a review of practices in other offshore areas 
done shortly after the fatal incident of 2019, showed that only GOM operators were routinely lowering 
and recovering lifeboats with personnel still inside.  This has been a practice that has largely fallen out of 
favor in merchant shipping, because the incidents with lifeboats in that demographic are better known 
and a ship can more easily transfer personnel to an already lowered boat to effect launch, operation, and 
reconnection.  It is also worth noting that in situations where OSHA has jurisdiction (e.g. U.S. shipyard) 
their regulations specifically prohibit personnel from being in the lifeboat during lowering and recovery*.  
Again, reference is made to the OOC Guidance Document for a more complete discussion on this issue 
and the fundamental issues that make launching from ships and platforms so diverse. 
*(see Pride Rio de Janeiro incident: https://www.ehstoday.com/archive/article/21903901/trip-in-lifeboat-proves-fatal-for-worker). 

 
In exploring this issue, it is apparent that all the information available on alternative practices exists 
outside the U.S.  Further, nearly all the information relative to lifeboat safety, measures to avoid accidents, 
alternatives to loading practices, etc. is also sourced from outside the U.S.  USCG regulations and policy 
are outdated and may not be appropriate for application to fixed and floating OCS facilities.  This will be 
discussed in more detail in the Deliberation on Tasks below. 
 
It is worth noting that the USCG Marine Casualty Report for the Drillship GLOMAR JAVA SEA (report dated 
May 28, 1985) provides some historical insight with how the USCG has viewed alternatives to periodic 
launching.  Granted, the vessel involved is a drillship and not a floating OCS facility and it sank in a storm 
not from fire and explosion. Just the same, the USCG investigators provided comments and 
recommendations in this report which highlighted the unique challenges this vessel (and others like it) 
had with launching lifeboats “on location” (i.e. in open water), vice in port or at the dock as a regular 
merchant ship can.  These issues can be evenly compared to the challenges fixed and floating OCS facilities 
have with open water launching (i.e. lack of protection, height above water, etc.). 
 
In the body of this Marine Casualty Report, the investigators highlighted testimony of other company 
Masters. These Masters testified that it was common to only lower the boat to near the water and not 
release it unless the weather was ideal and that the “ideal place to conduct such drills is in port”.  The 
reasons for this were attributed to the “difficulty in reconnecting the boat falls and the risk of injury to 
personnel under all but the most ideal of sea conditions”.  This testimony further identified the limited 

https://www.ehstoday.com/archive/article/21903901/trip-in-lifeboat-proves-fatal-for-worker
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space available to boat crew stationed fore and aft to reconnect the falls.  The situation was described as 
“precarious”.  Both of the Masters testified that “the danger of injury to personnel overrode their concern 
about regulatory requirements to hold lifeboat drills”.  The Marine Board formed the opinion that “a 
suitable alternative to shipboard drills is needed”. 
  
Recommendation 4 in this Marine Casualty Report recommended the USCG reexamine current regulatory 
requirements for lifeboat drills and lifeboatman certification (on MODUs).  It went on to explain the issue 
in further detail and highlight, again, a need for alternatives. The Commandant Action on that 
recommendation was to only “concur in part” and state “effective and realistic drills must be encouraged 
to ensure competence with installed lifesaving equipment”.   
 
Recommendation 7 in this Marine Casualty Report recommended that the USCG and lifeboat 
manufacturers “investigate the possibility that personnel attempting to reconnect the falls on covered or 
enclosed lifeboats are exposed to significant risk of personal injury.  If such risk exists, design changes for 
new boats or modifications for existing boats may be necessary or desirable”. Similar to the 
Recommendation 4, the Commandant Action was to only “concur in part” and refer to a regulatory effort 
underway at the time (49 Federal Register (FR) 50745) during which the “Coast Guard will determine 
whether it is feasible to modify lifeboat installations for existing vessels”. 
 
The Subcommittee feels this is worth highlighting because these same issues affect fixed and floating OCS 
facilities.  Reconnecting a boat is challenging (a dual-fall boat in particular) and neither the industry in the 
U.S. or the USCG has explored the use of alternatives to any degree though the industry has been looking 
at this with renewed vigor since the fatal accident in 2019. 
 
Regarding the recommendations from the Marine Casualty Report listed above, the Subcommittee feels 
nothing has changed.  We agree drills should be effective and realistic. The USCG also needs to consider 
the risks, the objectives achieved by performing such drills, and the fact suitable alternatives exist to 
minimize the former and still meet the latter.  Fighting an actual fire is as realistic as it gets; however, we 
are not doing that during fire drills as firefighting training from a shore-based provider in a controlled 
environment provides effective and realistic training.  By the same token, effective and realistic as it 
concerns lifeboat drills needs to be tempered by the risks.  Studies of lifeboat casualties done years ago 
(OCIMF and MAIB) concluded that the majority of incidents occurred during regularly scheduled drills.  
The causes varied from maintenance, to training, to process or any combination of those.  To imply that 
lifeboat drills should be “realistic” would also seem to infer merchant ship operators should only launch 
their boats while at sea because “realistically” that’s when an abandon ship situation would occur.  This 
is not the case primarily due to scheduling concerns but also for reasons of safety and ships, for the most 
part, complete this regulatory duty at the dock or in a protected harbor.  The same view must be taken 
for fixed and floating OCS facilities simply because they cannot perform this operation the same way a 
ship at the dock or in a protected harbor can.   
 
The recommendations in this Marine Casualty Report regarding lifeboat design and how it increases the 
difficulty of reconnecting falls (primarily dual-fall boats) is as true today as it was when this report was 
written.  Nothing has changed. 
 
The Case for Action 
 
As mentioned in the opening paragraph of the Executive Summary, incidents involving lifeboats are well 
documented and continue to occur in both regular merchant shipping and in the offshore.  It is understood 
that a recent analysis of this issue has not been done nor has one ever been done that is germane to the 
U.S. OCS. 
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Regardless, the lifeboat related fatalities in the GOM in 2019 must serve as a catalyst for positive change.  
Despite the actual causal factors of this incident, it must compel us to examine how we have been 
historically carrying out lifeboat drills from platforms to ascertain if “how we are doing it” is part of the 
problem.  An examination of practices in other well-regulated offshore areas indicates one factor was due 
to the GOM being the only offshore area still routinely allowing personnel to be inside the lifeboats during 
lowering and recovery.  As the OOC Guidance Document highlights, this was mainly due to the fact it was 
logistically easier to have lifeboat crew embark and disembark at the stowed position.  The use of any 
safeguards (i.e., Fall Protection Device [FPD]) was limited, at best.  Transferring personnel to an already 
lowered boat is another mitigation; however, it comes with risks of its own and is not a consistent practice 
either.  The inability of the USCG to advance regulations or policy more appropriate for fixed and floating 
OCS facility-based lifeboat systems requires us to look outside the U.S. for solutions and best practices.   
 
The issue of lifeboat safety is one that has, at different times, received varying levels of attention but has 
not usually resulted in substantive or positive changes.  The irony of a system whose sole purpose is to 
save and sustain life, while also being involved in so many injuries and fatalities, should not be lost on 
anyone familiar with the topic.  It is an international matter that deserves a thoughtful, coordinated, 
collaborative effort and response by those who regulate and operate in the offshore areas of the world. 
 
A History of USCG Inaction  
 
The Coast Guard derives its authority to regulate certain activities in the OCS from the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA).  A couple sections from OCSLA provide some relevance here: 
 
“…operations in the outer Continental Shelf should be conducted in a safe manner by well-trained 
personnel using technology, precautions, and techniques sufficient to prevent or minimize the likelihood 
of blowouts, loss of well control, fires, spillage, physical obstruction to other users of the waters or subsoil 
and seabed, or other occurrences which may cause damage to the environment or to property, or 
endanger life or health”. 
 
“The Secretary of the Department in which the Coast Guard is operating shall have authority to 
promulgate and enforce such reasonable regulations with respect to lights and other warning devices, 
safety equipment, and other matters relating to the promotion of safety of life and property on the 
artificial islands, installations, and other devices referred to in subsection (a) or on the waters adjacent 
thereto, as he may deem necessary”. 
 
The inability of the USCG to advance contemporary regulations more suitable for the U.S. OCS even under 
Presidential Administrations that were not as restrictive with regard to regulatory development clearly 
indicates their failure to fulfill their mandate under OCSLA. 
 
The Subcommittee is not optimistic this will ever change.  In fact, the USCG recently stated* they have no 
plans to update OCS regulations in the U.S. despite withdrawing the Subchapter N rulemaking in 2018. 
*Reference is made to CG-5P (RDML Timme) comments during the Offshore Operators Committee General Meeting on June 3, 2020 

 
If no regulatory development is anticipated, it seems to be an exercise in futility for this Task Statement 
from the USCG to request recommendations for revision of existing regulations or suggestions for new 
regulations.  Regardless, the Subcommittee realizes the importance of doing this in the event any action 
were to be taken in this regard, regulatory or otherwise. 
 
While appropriate regulatory development is preferred, especially considering the USCG recognized in 
their previous Subchapter N rulemaking how urgently this needed to be done, what we can’t do is simply 
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wait and continue to endure the status quo.  Even if a rulemaking project were to progress, it would be 
many years away from implementation.  As an example, the recently enacted Subchapter M for towing 
vessels took over 10 years. 
 
What else can be done?  Where the USCG has legal and regulatory basis, they could address many of the 
recommendations in this report via official policy.  Where that legal and regulatory basis is not evident, 
some other form of written guidance, industry standard, Guidance Document, collection of best practices, 
etc. could help address the gaps. 
 
What is clear; however, is that something needs to be done.  Continued inaction by the USCG is 
unacceptable.  The workers in an industry so critical to this nation’s energy independence deserve better. 
 
Should the USCG not act then it should invite discussion as to whether they should extricate themselves 
from their OCSLA mandate and transfer this authority to another agency. 
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Subcommittee Deliberation on Tasks – Findings and Recommendations 
 
TASK NUMBER 1 
 
Review the 2015 NOSAC Final Report and update any recommendations that have become dated or 
that need to be modified. 
 
Response 
 
The 2015 NOSAC Final Report was titled “Safety of Persons Assigned to Lifeboats During Launching, 
Recovery, and Maintenance Activities for Mobile Offshore Drilling Units and Floating Offshore Installations 
Working on the U.S. Outer Continental Shelf” (Short Title: “Lifeboat Safety”). 
 
Of note, the USCG recognized in their Task Statement that “accidents involving the launching and recovery 
of lifeboats resulting in the loss of life or serious injury continue to occur within industry despite industry 
and regulatory efforts to address the problem”.  It was also recognized that the IMO and coastal state 
authorities have issued specific guidance to address the risks associated with such activities; however, 
“incidents still occur”. 
 
The “problem” as identified in the Task Statement centers on the fact MODUs (on location) and fixed and 
floating OCS facilities can only accomplish lifeboat drills in open water environment.  The International 
Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) Regulation 19 “Emergency Training and Drills” was 
highlighted as a regulation providing context: “If lifeboat and rescue boat launching drills are carried out 
with the ship making headway, such drills shall, because of the dangers involved, be practiced in sheltered 
waters only and under the supervision of an officer experienced in such drills”. 
 
It is understood this cite is only applicable to vessels subject to SOLAS; however, it highlights the fact that 
the international regulatory body for shipping (IMO) recognizes that launching lifeboats in other than 
protected locations (e.g. at the dock, in port, sheltered waters, etc.) has “added dangers involved” (i.e. 
additional risks).  The Subcommittee feels this same logic applies to fixed and floating OCS facilities and 
non-ship shaped MODUs (on location) with lifeboats installed.  Ironically, the Task Statement, as written, 
did not include fixed OCS facilities with lifeboats; however, this was addressed in the Final Report 
submitted for that Task Statement. 
 
Further, the USCG stated in the Task Statement that an additional area of concern is the lack of clarity as 
to what is actually expected to be demonstrated to the regulatory agency while undertaking such 
activities.  As previously stated in this report, the function of a traditional launch to water addresses two 
primary objectives. It indicates the equipment is functioning properly (operational readiness) and 
provides an opportunity to demonstrate operator competency. 
 
The Subcommittee feels the 2015 Final Report contains valid recommendations; however, it was clear 
from the way the Task Statement was written that the USCG recognized the added risks of launching 
offshore (i.e. in “open water). The Subcommittee feels the 2015 effort did not fully capitalize on an 
opportunity to further explore the significant differences in launching lifeboats in protected waters vice 
offshore in open water or the unique challenges posed by doing this from a non-shipshape structure (fixed 
jacket, Tension-leg Platform [TLP], SPAR, Semisubmersible, etc.) as they are not able to practically mitigate 
the risks of launching the way a traditional vessel can.   
 
Updated recommendations will be provided below because guidance and regulation cited in 2015 may 
have been superseded.  The offshore production industry also has a better understanding of the risks, in 
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particular lifeboat loading in the stowed position and the additional challenges of launching and recovery 
in open water.  The 2015 Report; however, did not benefit from the same level of awareness regarding 
the risks associated with lifeboat launching and recovery from fixed and floating OSC facilities.  This has 
only increased in the years since this effort and especially since the fatal accident in the GOM in 2019.  
There is also more awareness now regarding the limitations and ambiguity of the regulatory construct for 
fixed and floating OCS facilities that was not evident in the 2015 report.  Finally, the increased awareness 
and understanding of best practices in other well-regulated offshore areas can only serve to further add 
value here.  
 
The recommendations from the 2015 report are below. Each is followed by a revised recommendation. 
 
Recommendations 
  

1. (2015) These recommendations should apply to both U.S. and foreign flagged units/vessels while 
working on the U.S. Outer Continental Shelf. 
 
Revised Recommendation:  These recommendations should apply to both foreign (flagged) OCS 
units and fixed and floating OCS facilities on the U.S. OCS taking into consideration their respective 
regulatory regimes.  
 

2. (2015) A certificated lifeboatman should be in attendance when any maintenance / training / drills 
are being carried out on the lifeboat, including those provided by service providers (Original 
Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs)). 
 
Revised Recommendation:  There should be active involvement by qualified MODU or offshore 
platform crew whenever any maintenance or repair is carried out on a lifeboat or its launching 
system by an OEM technician or Authorized Service Provider (ASP)*. Only an OEM technician or 
ASP should conduct annual and five-yearly maintenance, thorough examination, operational 
testing, overhaul, and repair of lifeboats and rescue boats, launching appliances, and release gear.  
Operators of fixed and floating OCS facilities should consider centralizing their oversight of all 
maintenance and periodic OEM or ASP servicing of lifesaving equipment to ensure consistency 
amongst their assets. 
*ASP as defined in IMO Resolution MSC.402(96) 
 

3. (2015) The guidelines set out in IMO MSC.1/Circular 1206 Rev. 1 should be used for offshore 
maintenance of all lifeboat systems. This include emphasis during annual inspections to closely 
examine the operating condition of winch braking systems and the fall wires for any indications 
of corrosion and excessive wear. 

 
Revised Recommendation:  IMO Resolution MSC.402(96), which is included as Enclosure (2) to 
USCG Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circular (NVIC) 03-19, should be used for the maintenance 
of all lifeboat systems.  It is understood that fixed and floating OCS facilities do not fall under a 
SOLAS regime; however, to the extent this guidance can be instructive or otherwise applied to 
those units, it should be.  At a minimum, lifeboat and launching systems on offshore platforms 
should be serviced in accordance with the applicable guidance or approved alternatives of the 
equipment’s OEM by the OEM or ASP. 
 

4. (2015) The guidelines set out in IMO MSC.1/ Circular 1277 should be used for all lifeboat service 
providers. 
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Revised Recommendation:  Lifeboat service providers should follow Resolution MSC.402(96) on 
vessels that must comply with SOLAS. For fixed and floating OCS facilities, lifeboat service 
providers should follow 402(96) to the extent it can apply or be instructive.  At a minimum, lifeboat 
and launching systems on fixed and floating OCS facilities should be serviced in accordance with 
the applicable guidance or approved alternatives of the equipment’s OEM by the OEM or ASP. 
 

5. (2015) The guidelines set out in IMO MSC.1/ Circular 1486 should be used when a lifeboat (free 
fall or davit launched) cannot be safely launched, maneuvered or recovered on the OCS. 
Additionally, consider adopting the guidance with regard to the use of simulators (section 11.2.4 
of this circular) when developing any future policy on the issue of lifeboat launching safety. 
(Canada already accepts the use of simulators as noted in the attachments Transport Canada – 
Simulation Survival Craft Letter and TP 4957E as other administrations and Flag States are working 
to adapt also.) 
 
Revised Recommendation:  IMO MSC.1/Circular 1486 should be implemented on any MODU 
subject to the MODU Code on the OCS.  Fixed and floating OCS facilities and other OCS units not 
subject to SOLAS should implement alternative protocols that mirror 1486. The purpose of this 
guidance and the risk mitigation measures offered therein apply equally to fixed and floating OCS 
facilities and other OCS units that operate in “remote locations” and cannot otherwise launch their 
lifeboats in a more protected location.  The OOC Guidance Document “Alternatives for Lifeboat 
Launching” is recommended for use by operators of fixed and floating OCS facilities who choose 
to develop alternative protocols.  As supported by 1486, the use of simulators should be explored 
further in the GOM.  Their use and effectiveness are well established in Canada’s Atlantic offshore 
area and other regulatory regimes.  Current practices in these areas should be considered for 
immediate implementation in the U.S. OCS. 
 

6. (2015) The Coast Guard should develop either policy that encourages or regulation that requires 
the use of suitable secondary safety restraints or retentions that are rated and designed to a 
safety factor* of 6 times the weight of a fully equipped and loaded lifeboat. The secondary safety 
restraints or retentions are to be demonstrated to be in place prior to the full loading of the 
lifeboat with personnel in the stowed position during drills. (i.e. ready for launch, suspended in 
davit). Further, all components of the system must be reviewed and inspected as a unit. 
* LSA Code Chapter VI 6.1.1.6 utilizes a minimum factor of safety of 6 
 
Revised Recommendation:  As it concerns fixed and floating OCS facilities, properly certified 
maintenance pendants or other safety restraints that guard against the accidental lowering of the 
boat shall be properly fitted anytime one or more persons enters a lifeboat for any reason 
including, but not limited to, inspection, maintenance, testing, familiarization, or orientation. 
These devices are not designed for, and should never be used to facilitate, the full loading of 
personnel in the boat for training, drills, or any other purpose.  It is recommended the maximum 
number of personnel allowed inside the boat be no more than the number of “minimum operating 
crew” or “assigned operating crew” and in no case more than 5 persons.  (reference: Step Change 
in Safety (UK), Loading of Lifeboats During Drills – Guidance, 2002) 
 

7. (2015) It is understood that the full loading of a lifeboat is a valuable and necessary training 
element for personnel working offshore; however, it is suggested this exercise can be 
accomplished in any number of alternative ways (training ashore, boat in cradle on deck, 
safeguards in place, etc.). No mechanical system is perfect. Lifeboat casualty data has proven that 
even well-maintained systems operated by qualified and certificated personnel can still fail. Many 
operators already have specific company policies in place that disallow this practice. Even so 
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serious incidents still occur. Further, Coast Guard Marine Inspectors have been known to require 
the full loading of a lifeboat to prove compliance with 46 CFR 108.540(d). It is noted that 46 CFR 
108.540(d) is only applicable to US Flagged MODUs and foreign flagged MODUs without a fully 
compliant MODU Code certificate based upon the “A” “B” “C” Certificate of Compliance (COC) 
rating in 33 CFR where “C” is a fully compliant foreign flagged MODU, which only needs comply 
with 46 CFR 109. It is also recommended that the Coast Guard develop internal policy guidance 
for their inspectors to not prove compliance with this CFR unless a lifeboat has suitable safeguards 
in place as described above. 
 
Revised Recommendation:  As it concerns fixed and floating OCS facilities, with the sole exception 
of an emergency leading to abandonment, the loading of more than 5 persons into a lifeboat while 
it’s in the stowed position, with or without certified safeguards in place, should never be 
contemplated. Any operator who is being compelled by a regulator to load personnel into a boat 
that is in the stowed position in order to satisfy a perceived emergency or abandon drill 
requirement should exercise immediate Stop Work Authority.  Fully loaded drills should only be 
carried out in an unsuspended state (i.e. not over water and with boat solidly supported either on 
the deck or in other suitable hard landing area (or onshore). (ref: Step Change in Safety (UK), 
Loading of Lifeboats During Drills – Guidance, 2002) 
 

8. (2015) A competency assurance program should be in place to cover all aspects of instruction 
and exercising of the crew as pertains to lifeboats and should be in accordance with the 
“Recommendations for training and certification of personnel on mobile offshore units (MOUs) 
IMO Resolution A. 1079 (28)”. 
 
Revised Recommendation:  MODUs subject to IMO MODU Code should have a competency 
assurance program that is in accordance with IMO Resolution A.1079(28) “Recommendations for 
Training and Certification of Personnel on Mobile Offshore Units (MOUs)”.  Fixed and floating OCS 
facilities and MODUs not subject to SOLAS/MODU Code should use 1079 to the degree it can apply 
and be useful. 
 

9. (2015) Fixed platforms with lifeboats installed should be included within the scope of this Task 
Statement. These systems are similar to those found on Floating Offshore Installations (FOIs). As 
such, they present the same issues of concern with regard to launching, recovery and 
maintenance. Lifeboat systems on fixed OCS facilities also present two additional areas of 
concern: 
 
- There is no CG requirement or policy that mandates properly certificated Lifeboatmen on fixed 
OCS facilities. 33 CFR 146.120 only requires that a person be assigned to each life float, lifeboat, 
life raft, or survival capsule who “shall be responsible” for launching it in the event of an 
emergency. The regulations are silent on any training that should be required of this 
“responsible person”. It is recommended that these personnel be required to obtain a 
Lifeboatman certification similar to what is required on FOIs (via USCG D8 Policy Letter 03-2000, 
CH-1) and inspected vessels with lifeboats. 
 
- There are no CG requirements that clearly identify the launching frequency of a lifeboat on a 
fixed OCS facility. There is a requirement to exercise the elements of the Emergency Escape Plan 
(EEP) on an annual basis and one could point to that as the only requirement to launch the 
lifeboat. It is recommended that the launching frequency of lifeboats on fixed OCS facilities 
mirror that of FOls (i.e. launch at least once every 3 months and operated in the water with the 
minimum operating crew) and that these requirements are specifically defined in regulation.  
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-The U.S Coast Guard should allow alternate compliance with regard to NOSAC committee 
recommendation# 5, section 11.2.4 of IMO MSC 1486 with regards to use of simulators. 
 
Revised Recommendation:  Fixed OCS facilities with lifeboats installed should also fall under the 
scope of this Task Statement.  The risks and challenges fixed OCS facilities have with launching 
lifeboat are similar to MODUs and floating OCS facilities.  Though there is no regulatory or policy 
driver to do so, operators of fixed OCS facilities should ensure the personnel they have assigned as 
lifeboat crew are certified via a USCG approved Proficiency in Survival Craft and Rescue Boat (i.e. 
Lifeboatman) Course.  Operators of fixed OCS facilities with lifeboats installed are also strongly 
encouraged to implement alternatives to launching as discussed in Recommendation 5 above.   
 

10. (2015) USCG D8 Policy Letter 03-2000, CH-1 requires a revision as it concerns the number of 
Lifeboatmen on a FOI and the training requirements for same. This letter provides dated 
information via footnote that implies that a holder of a license endorsed as Offshore Installation 
Manager (OIM), Barge Supervisor (BS) and/or Ballast Control Operator (BCO) can serve as a 
Certificated Lifeboatman. This is in contradiction with the regulations in 46 CFR Part 12 after they 
were revised in 2009. Also, to the extent it applies to FOls as referenced in this policy letter, 46 
CFR 109.323 is not aligned with the licensing regulations in Part 12 either. To serve in the capacity 
of a required Lifeboatman, one must either have that specific endorsement on their Merchant 
Mariner Credential (MMC) or possess a certificate of proficiency from a USCG Approved 
Lifeboatman Course. The only equivalency for Lifeboatman is Able-Bodied Seaman 
(AB) and this is a credential rarely seen on a FOI. Further, the elements of the Life boatman 
Certification are not part of the training elements for the endorsements of OIM, BS and BCO. 
It is recommended that this D8 Policy letter be updated to reflect the correct credentialing and 
endorsement requirements as well as the actual manning needs of FOls currently in service. Most 
of the FOls in service today were installed after the publication of this policy letter. 
It is recommended that the only persons that will serve in the capacity of lifeboatman on FOls are 
in possession of a Merchant Mariner Credential with Lifeboatman endorsement or possess a 
certificate of proficiency from a USCG Approved Life boatman Course. 
 
Revised Recommendation:  Operators of fixed and floating OCS facilities should ensure that the 
personnel they have assigned as lifeboat crew have completed a USCG approved Proficiency in 
Survival Craft and Rescue Boat (i.e. Lifeboatman) Course.  USCG policy on this issue is not based in 
law or regulation.  Even so, this kind of training should be considered essential, and personnel 
assigned as lifeboat crew should receive the same level of training as their contemporaries on 
other OCS units that are subject to specific regulations governing this issue.  Should the USCG 
advance rulemaking in this space, it should be a requirement. 
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TASK NUMBER 2 
 
Research and identify potential modifications that could be added to already required lifeboat 
equipment (SOLAS equipment) and lifeboat arrangements that would be more appropriate for 
lifesaving appliances installed on an OCS unit. 
 
Response 
 
The issue of required equipment for a lifeboat on fixed and floating OCS facilities would also benefit from 
an EER analysis.  It is suggested that the proximity of offshore rescue resources, excellent communications 
capability, and ample shore-based rescue capacity on the U.S. OCS make it inconceivable that one would 
need to spend a prolonged period of time in a lifeboat before being rescued. 
 
The regulatory basis for what is required, of course, varies with the applicable regulatory framework.  
MODU Codes for MODUs, 46 CFR Subchapter I-A for floating OCS facilities, and 33 CFR for fixed OCS 
facilities with lifeboats.  For the purposes of this Task we will discount 33 CFR 144.01-15(b) which details 
the equipment required for a lifeboat on a fixed OCS facility.  This regulation dates from 1956 and should 
no longer be considered relevant, especially as it only addresses open-type, oar propelled lifeboats.  Due 
to the fact MODUs subject to MODU Code can operate worldwide, their required equipment outfitting is 
considered appropriate.  Fixed and floating OCS facilities with lifeboats; however, would benefit from a 
revised “GOM standard” for lifeboats that, again, takes into account the ample rescue resources available 
and the fact there is equipment required in these boats that cannot be used on platform-based 
applications (e.g. painter line).  
 
There has also been confusion in the past about the level of equipment outfitting required on a lifeboat 
installed on a fixed or floating OCS facility. Full SOLAS outfitting has been misapplied because it was 
somehow assumed that SOLAS applies; however, this is not the case.  A lifeboat bearing a USCG and SOLAS 
approval does not, by default, require a full SOLAS outfitting of equipment more suitable for an ocean-
going vessel.  It’s the type of service the vessel (facility) is in that determines this.  The applicable 
regulation for lifeboats on floating OCS facilities is 46 CFR (Table) 108.575(b) using the column for lifeboats 
under “Other than international service”.  This should be considered the minimum standard for fixed OCS 
facilities as well until a more appropriate “GOM standard” can be implemented. 
  
Recommendations 
 
The Subcommittee believes that this issue can be addressed through an Industry Guidance Document, or 
alternatively, through operators requesting, and the USCG approving, alternatives to the prescriptive 
regulations.  Should the USCG advance rulemaking in this space, it should be captured in that effort. 
 

1. A more appropriate “GOM Standard” that lists the minimum required equipment on a lifeboat 
installed on fixed and floating platforms on the U.S. OCS should be developed.  Using 46 CFR 
(Table) 108.575(b) for lifeboats in “Other than international service” the following modifications, 
at a minimum, should be considered and is a product of the OOC Lifeboat Workgroup.  Only the 
items that should be modified are listed: 

 
Item from Table 108.575(b) NOSAC Recommendations 

Bailer Remove this requirement.  The required bilge pump is sufficient. 

Boathook (2 required) Reduce the required amount to one (1).  Due to the 
arrangements of these units it is not likely the boat hook would 
be used for fending off purposes.  Instead, it is more likely to be 
used to assist with retrieving personnel from the water. 

Bucket Remove this requirement. The required bilge pump is sufficient. 



 

23 
 

Dipper Remove this requirement. See the recommendation note for 
“water” below. 

Fire Extinguisher Revise fire extinguisher rating to conform with USCG portable fire 
extinguisher regulations issued in 2016 (UL 711 ratings) 

Hatchet Remove this requirement.  See the recommendation note for 
“painter” below. 

Jackknife Remove this requirement. The jackknife/can opener combination 
was intended for opening canned lifeboat provisions, which are 
not carried in lifeboats for OCS platforms.  

Mirror, signaling Remove this requirement. 

Painter Remove this requirement.  Due to the arrangement of fixed and 
floating facilities, and the fact they cannot launch a lifeboat while 
“underway” like a ship can, these do not serve any purpose. 

Radio This is not currently required.  A Very High Frequency (VHF) radio 
should be installed or a hand-held VHF should be carried to the 
boat prior to abandonment. 

Search and Rescue Transponder (SART) This is not currently required.  A SART should be carried to the 
boat prior to abandonment. 

Seasickness kit (units per person) Remove this requirement.  Personnel in lifeboats are likely to be 
rescued within hours of abandonment. 

Survival instructions  Remove this requirement.  These instructions are intended for 
personnel expected to be in lifeboats at sea for a prolonged 
period of time. This is not the case in the OCS. 

Table of lifesaving signals Remove this requirement. This table is intended for personnel 
expected to be in lifeboats at sea for a prolonged period of time. 
This is not the case in the OCS. 

Water (liters per person) Reduce the amount required. It is suggested one (1) liter per 
person is sufficient considering the occupants will not be in the 
lifeboat for a prolonged period of time (hours not days). 

Whistle Remove this requirement.  There is a whistle on each lifejacket 
worn by every person in the lifeboat. 
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TASK NUMBER 3 
 
Identify potential design flaws for lifeboats, rescue craft, and their launching and recovery 
arrangements that, if addressed, would enhance the safety of the lifeboat and or rescue craft 
including launching and recovery from an OCS unit including; 

a. Analyzing Mobile Offshore Drilling Unit (MODU) requirements from 46 CFR Subchapter I-A 
for suitability to floating OCS units.  

b.  People on Board (POB) standard (weight/body size) etc. (Federal Register Docket ID: 
USCG-2012-0848)   

 
Response 
 
Lifeboat design is based around the minimum standards of the IMO (SOLAS) and USCG regulations.  There 
is little incentive for a lifeboat manufacturer to enhance design unless compelled to do so by regulatory 
driver.  With the exception of free-fall and single-fall lifeboats, the design is primarily driven by the needs 
of traditional merchant shipping which is the vast majority of the market for lifeboats.  A review of major 
marine casualties involving MODUs; however, reveals recommendations to address the issue of improved 
design.  The recommendations from the GLOMAR JAVA SEA were already highlighted as they concerned 
the “precarious” situation lifeboat crew can be in when trying to reconnect dual-fall lifeboats given the 
restrictions on their ability to maneuver and avoid swinging D-rings.  
 
Both the Marine Casualty Report from the USCG Marine Board of Investigation (MBI) and the Canadian 
Royal Commission on the OCEAN RANGER sinking in 1982 contain recommendations to improve lifeboat 
design with the intent of improving the ability to abandon a MODU.  These same concerns can be applied 
to fixed and floating OCS facilities because, due to the nature of their operation, they can only launch in 
open water and they are less able to protect a lifeboat like a ship with a traditional hull form can.  
 
Recommendation Number One from the USCG MBI states, “The U.S. Coast Guard continue, with a high 
priority, to promote the improvement of the present methods, or development of alternative methods, of 
abandoning MODUs by lifeboats and inflatable life rafts”.  It goes on further to state, “the problem of 
lowering lifeboats and life rafts from MODU’s, due to the heights involved and the lack of a lee because of 
the open construction of the rig, has not been satisfactorily solved”.  The same arguments can be applied 
to fixed and floating OCS facilities.   The Commandant concurred with this recommendation stating, “The 
Coast Guard will continue to encourage the development and use of improved launching systems for 
MODUs.  Once proven systems have been developed, the Coast Guard will consider proposing new 
regulations that would require their use”. 
 
In the almost 40 years since this report was issued, little has changed except for the drastic decline in the 
number of U.S Flagged MODUs.  There is currently only one active U.S. Flag MODU, yet, the USCG has 
applied (via 33 CFR 143.120) their domestic MODU regulations to dozens of floating OCS facilities in the 
U.S.  Free-fall lifeboat design has improved and is evident in other offshore areas and on some MODUs 
(non-U.S. Flag); however, this type of lifeboat does not exist on any fixed or floating platform in the U.S. 
OCS due to operator choice and not because of any regulatory prohibition. 
 
The Royal Commission Report also offers extensive insight and analysis on this issue.  The report is linked 
here:   
 
http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/search/search.html?st=1&ssti=&e=0&f=0&adoof=0&ast=ocean+rang
er&cnst 
 

http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/search/search.html?st=1&ssti=&e=0&f=0&adoof=0&ast=ocean+ranger&cnst
http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/search/search.html?st=1&ssti=&e=0&f=0&adoof=0&ast=ocean+ranger&cnst
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Of note, this report offers an excellent analysis of the application of ship-type lifeboat systems on MODUs 
(and these concepts can be extended to fixed and floating OCS facilities).  It also discusses alterative 
concepts to lifeboats that were being considered at the time; however, none of these have evolved.  
 
Some direct quotes from the Royal Commission Report are worth highlighting here: 
 
“On February 15, 1982, the lifeboats represented the primary means of escape.  To conclude that this 
means was inadequate is but to state the obvious.  To launch a lifeboat even in calm weather is a difficult 
and risky operation and was rarely undertaken by the crew even though regulations required them to do 
so every three months.” 
 
“The astonishing lack of technological progress in evacuation systems for offshore rigs over the years is 
sometimes rationalized on the grounds that the standard evacuation device for drilling rigs today is the 
helicopter”. 
 
“The basic problem to be solved in designing and regulating evacuation systems for offshore rigs is the 
conscious determination of an acceptable level of risk.  This process would require a realistic assessment 
of the risks involved in existing systems, a considered plan for diminishing them, and a frank admission 
that there must be some residual level of risk in any escape and survival system operating in these 
environmental conditions”.  
 
“Recent developments have essentially been improvements in the lifeboat rather than new ideas. 
Perhaps what is now needed are breakthroughs, and radically new concepts. The industrial world has 
marveled at the ingenuity employed by the offshore oil industry in taming environmental forces and 
harvesting the seabed for man's productive use. Costs, while a consideration in reaching these goals, did 
not seem to impede progress. It is possible to achieve the same dramatic improvements in offshore 
evacuation systems; the technology that put man on the moon can surely meet the challenge of taking 
him safely off an ocean-based drilling rig. It took the Titanic disaster in 1912 to outrage society to the 
point that improvements were made in safety systems at sea, improvements that included lifeboats for 
100 percent of those on board. It took the combined tragedies of the Ocean Ranger and the Alexander 
L. Kielland for countries controlling North Atlantic drilling areas to insist on abandonment suits for 
everyone on board and lifeboats for 200 percent of the crew so that rigs could be evacuated from 
alternate locations. In view of the technological advances that have been made in medicine, 
communications, aerospace, and engineering during those 70 years, one cannot help but question the 
level of commitment and motivation behind the comparative rate of progress in the evolution of marine 
safety equipment”. 
 
This report, its analysis, conclusions, and recommendations are highly relevant to the issue of lifeboat 
safety on the OCS today as, arguably, little has changed regarding lifeboat design.  Granted, there have 
been improvements in the design of releasing gear and Canada effectively implemented a Preferred 
Orientation and Displacement (PROD) system that helps prevent lifeboats being launched from offshore 
platforms from being washed back onto the structure of the platform.  The Canadians have also led the 
way in the development of alternatives, including the use of simulators, for launching from both offshore 
production platforms and Floating Production Storage and Offloading (FPSO) vessels in their waters. 
 
On the regulatory side, the IMO (finally) addressed the issue of MODUs launching in “remote offshore 
locations” in 2015 with their MSC.1/Circ. 1486* recognizing that “the launching, maneuvering and 
retrieval of lifeboats in remote offshore locations and similar unfavorable environmental conditions 
creates hazardous situations and potentially the inability to carry out such drills safely and fully”.  Again, 
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the same logic behind this also applies to fixed and floating OCS facilities despite the fact they are not 
required to conform to IMO instruments. 
*Submitted by Marshall Islands, Vanuatu, and the U.S. at the IMO. 

 
This Task also asks us to address the suitability of the lifesaving regulations in 46 CFR Subchapter I-A for 
floating OCS facilities and the People on Board (POB) standard (weight/body size) from Federal Register 
Docket ID: USCG-2012-0848. 
 
The Subcommittee feels Tasks 3.a. and Task 4 are essentially asking the same thing.  Recommendations 
for Task 3.a. will be addressed in the list of recommendations for Task 4. 
 
The issue of both personnel weight and equipment weight was discussed at length during the second 
Subcommittee in-person meeting in December 2019.  The current regulatory basis is an average occupant 
weight of 82.5kg (181.5lbs) with a seat width of 430mm (17 inches).  The “voluntary guidance” in USCG-
2012-0848 recommended operators specify any new or replacement lifeboats on the basis of an average 
occupant weight of at least 95kg (210lbs) with a minimum seat width of 530mm (21 inches). 
 
The NOSAC was also issued a Task Statement to address the Recommended Standards for Additional 
Lifesaving and Fire Fighting Requirements on the Outer Continental Shelf.  Their Final Report was 
submitted on November 19, 2013 and can be found on the USCG’s Homeport Page for NOSAC.  The 
findings of that report revealed the voluntary de-rating of a lifeboat to the 210 lbs “GOM Standard”.  The 
analysis for MODUs present in the GOM at that time was complete while the analysis for floating OCS 
facilities suffered from a lack of input from operators and there was no data from operators of fixed OCS 
facility operators with lifeboats.  Suffice it to say, this is still an issue lacking comprehensive data.  
Regardless, the regulatory standard of 82.5kg (181.5 lbs) is well under the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) published average weights of 197.8 lbs for men and 170.5 lbs for women in the U.S.  Even the 210 
lbs “GOM Standard” should not be considered realistic for the weight of the average offshore worker in 
the U.S.  Data provided by one GOM helicopter operator shows that the average weights of personnel 
they fly to destinations in the GOM is 215 lbs.  The Canadians use a 100kg (220lb) weight standard and 
only one lifeboat vendor already builds boats to a 225lb average weight. 
 
The weight accrued in a lifeboat over time also needs to be considered.  Water intrusion has been known 
to occur through fittings on lifeboats and this can allow water to accumulate elsewhere in the boat.  The 
“knock-on” effect of passenger and boat weight increases also needs to be viewed against the limitations 
of the davit and winch systems that support a boat as they are rated for certain weight as well. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Improvements in Lifeboat Design 
 

1. Manufacturers of lifeboats for offshore applications, that can only launch them in open water, 
should design lifeboats and lifeboat systems that do not need to be launched to water to test the 
equipment.  The boats should be designed and fitted with everything necessary to accomplish this 
testing in the davit (in-situ) and the OEM approved maintenance procedures should reflect this. 
 

2. Manufacturers of lifeboats for offshore applications should design the lifeboats such that 
appurtenances located on the outer shell of the lifeboat (sprinkler systems, door latches, 
windows, etc.) are more protected and resistant to damage from D-rings during launch and 
recovery. 
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3. Manufacturers of lifeboats for offshore applications should design lifeboats in such a way that 
reconnecting the falls does not pose additional risks to lifeboat crews. This is especially true with 
dual-fall boats where the hooks usually need to be connected almost simultaneously (per OEM 
guidance) and the crew stationed at the fore and aft access hatches have a very limited ability to 
maneuver to retrieve (or avoid) swinging D-rings during reconnection. Fore and aft hatches should 
be designed so that their doors fully open and rest flush or near flush with the canopy of the 
lifeboat so that a partially open hatch door cannot interfere with connecting the hooks to the falls 
from inside the boat. 

 
4. Manufacturers of lifeboats for offshore applications should design release gear with a “training 

pin” feature for drills, maintenance, and non-emergency application. This purpose of the “training 
pin” would be to prevent an inadvertent opening of the release gear.  Some manufacturers have 
this feature, but it should be a standardized. 
 

5. Manufacturers of lifeboats, the industry, and the USCG should collaborate on what the most 
appropriate hook design is for boats installed on offshore platforms as some designs allow for 
easier reconnection to the falls. 

 
Increasing Occupant and Equipment Weight 
 

6. An industry standard should be developed to address the issue of lifeboat occupant weight and 
seat width. The regulatory standard of 82.5kg (181.5lbs) is completely inadequate.  Likewise, the 
95kg (210lbs) “GOM Standard” is unrealistic given the actual average weights of offshore workers 
in the U.S. OCS.  It is suggested that a standard of 100kg (220lbs) should be a starting point for 
this effort.  The industry standard should also take anthropomorphic factors into account as well. 
 

7. Operators of fixed and floating OCS facilities with lifeboats not currently “de-rated” to the 210lbs 
“GOM Standard” should de-rate their lifeboats to ensure they can safety accommodate the POB 
complement assigned.  Note: this results in a supplemental data plate from the OEM to be affixed 
to the boat. 

   
8. Lifeboats should be weighed at their light load weight (also known as the “condition A” weight) 

by the OEM at the 5-year service to verify that the actual light load weight of the lifeboat remains 
within acceptable limits to the “condition A” weight stamped on the boat’s USCG approval plate. 

 
9. Industry procedures in place to manage weight should be collated and shared amongst operators 

to find best practices.  Some operators mentioned they have a “no fly” policy in place for 
personnel who cannot fit thru the helicopter window “gauge”.  This is not consistent, and it is 
highly recommended that operators look closely at this issue not only from the standpoint of 
helicopter egress but also for the effect it could have with limiting POB offshore due to exceeding 
a lifeboat’s full load weight (also known as the “condition B” weight). 

 
Improvements to Lifeboat and Rescue Boat Arrangements 
 

10. Operators should ensure adequate decking exists around each lifeboat so that personnel may 
properly attach (without the use of fall protection gear) each maintenance pendant prior to 
entering the boat. 
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11. Operators should consider mounting lifeboats and rescue boats under cover or providing 
structural cover to better protect the equipment from water intrusion, damage from falling 
objects, and the deleterious effects from exposure to sun and soot from engine exhausts. 
 

12. If rescue boats cannot be mounted under cover, operators should fit a protective covering (e.g. 
canvas, etc.) to help guard against damage from water intrusion and the deleterious effects from 
exposure to the sun and soot from engine exhausts. 
 

13. Operators should consider the use of dehumidification units for the lifeboat interior in order to 
better maintain the condition of sensitive equipment.  Note: this could necessitate a USCG type 
approval modification. 
 

14. Operators of fixed and floating OCS facilities and MODUs should design their lifeboat 
arrangements in such a way as to ensure they can be reached by the unit’s crane.  This would 
greatly improve the ability to perform boat maintenance and testing. 

 
 
References 
 
USCG Marine Casualty Report, Drill Ship GLOMAR JAVA SEA, 28 May 1985 
 
USCG Marine Casualty Report, MODU OCEAN RANGER, 20 May 1983 
 
Canadian Royal Commission on the OCEAN RANGER Marine Disaster, August 13, 1984 
 
2013 NOSAC Final Report-Recommended Standards for Additional Lifesaving and Fire Fighting 
Requirements on the Outer Continental Shelf, November 19, 2013 
 
Title 33. Navigation and Navigable Waters Chapter I. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland Security; 33 
CFR Subchapter N: Outer Continental Shelf Activities:  

Part 143 - Design and Equipment (§§ 143.1 - 143.407) 
 
International Maritime Organization MSC.1/ Circular 1486: Guidelines on alternative methods for 
lifeboat drills on MODUs, January 12, 2015 
 
Title 46 Shipping; Chapter I. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland Security; 46 CFR Subchapter I-A: 
Mobile Offshore Drilling Units 
 
United States Coast Guard Federal Register Docket ID: USCG-2012-0848: Lifesaving and Fire-Fighting 
Equipment, Training and Drills Onboard Offshore Facilities and Mobile Offshore Drilling Units (MODUs) 
Operating on the U.S. Outer Continental Shelf (OCS); 77 FR 70172, November 23, 2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

29 
 

TASK NUMBER 4 
 
Recommend suggested changes to existing regulations and/or policies governing lifeboats and/or 
rescue craft to address the unique operational issues found on OCS units. 
 
Response 
 
The Subcommittee urges the Coast Guard to do what it can to address the following recommendations in 
official policy where there is legal basis to promulgate policy. Where there is not, some other form of 
official guidance document should be developed.   
 
The 2018 Regulatory Reform Report detailed several regulations and policies having to do with lifeboats.  
They are repeated below for the sake of consistency and each is followed by a specific recommendation 
to address Task Number 4.  Following the 2018 recommendations are additional recommendations that 
were suggested during the deliberation of this Task Statement. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Formulation of Policy or Other Official Guidance 
 

1. It is recommended the USCG address the suitability of applying the regulations listed below to 
offshore platforms.  Where USCG policy is identified, it is recommended the USCG revise that 
policy as suggested. 

 
Recommendations from the 2018 Regulatory Reform Report 
 

2. (2018) 33 CFR Subchapter N – OCS Activities  
Overall Recommendation:  Replace (with a completely revised and updated Subchapter) 
 
(2018) General Comments:  As repeatedly noted in this report, the current version of Subchapter 
N is long overdue for a major revision.  In its current form, it is difficult to take it seriously as 
legitimate regulation as it is so dated its practical utility is questionable at best.  As noted in 
Recommendation #1, the Coast Guard should withdraw the current version they have in their 
rulemaking process, substantially revise it, and resubmit it in a new Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) subject to comment.  The following comments highlight issues with specific 
regulations within this Subchapter and the impact they have on the Production Sector.  Most of 
this Subchapter is outdated, no longer enforced as written, ineffective, and imposes burdens that 
exceed benefits. 
 
USCG Action:  This was one of two recommendations upon which the Coast Guard acted 
(publishing “CG-840” job aids for floating offshore installations was the other one).  The Coast 
Guard withdrew the Subchapter N rulemaking via the September 19, 2018 Federal Register 
Notice.  In their comments they state, “In the nearly 20 years since the Coast Guard published the 
NPRM and the comment period closed, the offshore industry has continued to grow and evolve. 
Due to the passage of time, advances in technology, and changes in industry practice, we found 
that much of what we proposed in the NPRM is now obsolete and no longer applicable to the 
modern OCS work environment. Consequently, the NPRM is no longer suitable as a basis for further 
rulemaking action. Accordingly, the Coast Guard is withdrawing the ‘‘Outer Continental Shelf 
Activities’’ proposed rule announced in an NPRM published December 7, 1999 (64 FR 68416)”. 
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The withdrawal of an obsolete rulemaking only partially addressed the 2018 recommendation.  
Since that time, the USCG has made it clear they do not plan to initiate any new rulemaking project 
to revise and update 33 CFR Subchapter N.  Consequently, the modern, technologically advanced 
offshore oil and gas industry in the U.S. will still have dated and deficient regulations to contend 
with.  Unfortunately, the lack of a contemporary regulatory framework for offshore platforms 
puts USCG personnel in the unenviable position of having to make dubious interpretations from 
regulations and policy guidance that may not appropriately contemplate the unique systems and 
operations of modern offshore platforms.   
 
New Recommendation: The USCG should develop comprehensive policy that provides the industry 
with contemporary interpretations regarding the application of Subchapter N.  This effort should 
be accomplished in collaboration with the affected industry. 
 

3. (2018) Cite: Subpart 144.01 
Overall Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  As with the rest of Subchapter N, this Subpart needs significant revision and 
updating.  To start, the Coast Guard should conduct a thorough risk assessment that evaluates 
the various types of lifesaving appliances available to determine the most suitable application for 
each given the type of OCS facility in question (fixed or floating, manned or unmanned, shallow 
water or deep water, etc.).  This analysis should also take into consideration platform size, number 
of POB, location, water depth, proximity to other platforms, and other pertinent factors.  The use 
of life floats on manned platforms should be eliminated. The use of life floats on fixed facilities 
other than manned platforms should be fully evaluated as to their suitability in the offshore 
environment.  The equipment list for lifeboats (if provided on a fixed platform) should mirror the 
requirements of a lifeboat on a floating OCS facility and what is required of those needs to be 
updated as well (see comment below on the Table in 46 CFR §108.575(b).  This section is outdated 
and ineffective. 
 
New Recommendation:  An Evacuation, Escape, and Rescue (EER) analysis should be performed 
for U.S. OCS platforms.   This should be a joint effort between the USCG and operators of fixed and 
floating OCS facilities in the GOM with the objective being to identify the most suitable types of 
lifesaving appliances and arrangements for offshore platforms. 
 

4. (2018) Cite: 46 CFR Part 108 - Design and Equipment 
 
(2018) General Comments on Part 108:  This part was written for (U.S. Flag) MODUs and does not 
reference floating OCS facilities.  It is invoked by 33 CFR 143.120 as a standard a floating OCS 
facility must meet to be certificated by the Coast Guard.  However, these regulations are not 
entirely suitable for a floating OCS facility and are more appropriate for more traditional vessel 
applications.  It should be noted that the Coast Guard has not historically enforced all of Part 108 
for floating OCS facilities; however, there has never been accompanying guidance (e.g. “840 
book”) published that would assist a Coast Guard Marine Inspector in the proper application of 
these requirements for a floating OCS facility either.  This, coupled with the frequent transitional 
nature of Marine Inspectors, which inhibits the Coast Guard’s ability to develop proficiency in the 
inspection of floating OCS facilities, leads to tremendous inconsistency in the application of these 
requirements.  This results in administrative burdens for operators (i.e. seeking alternatives or 
exemptions), unnecessary costs for compliance for items that may not apply and imposes burdens 
that exceed benefits. 
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New Recommendation:  The suitability of the 46 CFR Part 108 regulations relative to floating 
offshore installations should be re-examined.  This should be a joint effort between the USCG and 
operators of fixed and floating OCS facilities.  Recommended changes should be addressed in USCG 
policy where a legal basis for the policy exists.  Where legal basis is lacking, some sort of written 
guidance (e.g. “best practices” document or similar) should be developed.  
 

5. (2018) Cite: §108.503 
Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  The non-applicability of this cite to floating OCS facilities should be stated. 
 
New Recommendation:  While IMO instruments do not apply directly to offshore platforms in the 
U.S., operators should use them to the extent that they are practicable to fixed and floating OCS 
facilities. 
 

6. (2018) Cite: §108.515 
Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  The grandfathering allowed by this cite came out of the vessel regulations and 
it may not be suitable for an installed floating OCS facility.  As it concerns not requiring life rafts, 
the location of the unit, number of POB, risks during egress, etc. should be considered.  This cite 
is outdated, ineffective, and may impose additional risks to safety not adequately considered for 
an installed floating OCS facility. 
 
New Recommendation:  Similar to the Recommendation provided in number 3 above, an EER 
should be performed to help form decisions about the type, number, and arrangement of lifesaving 
appliances. 
 

7. (2018) Cite: §108.525(a)(2) 
Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  The requirement for life rafts to be arranged for float free launching when 
installed on many types of floating OCS facilities (i.e., TLPs and Spars) is impractical and not 
conducive to the safe evacuation of personnel.  This cite is outdated, ineffective, and may impose 
additional risks to safety not adequately considered for a floating OCS facility. 
 
New Recommendation:  Similar to the Recommendation provided in number 3 above, an EER 
should be performed to help form decisions about the type, number, and arrangement of lifesaving 
appliances. Also, USCG OCS marine inspectors should be trained in the unique differences in the 
buoyancy reactions of floating OCS facilities with traditional stability characteristics (i.e., FPSOs, 
semisubmersibles, etc.) and those with non-traditional stability characteristics (i.e., Spars and 
TLPs), especially with regard to how those differences would likely affect the ability of float free 
liferafts to activate as designed.  
 

8. (2018) Cite: §108.530(a)(4)(ii) 
Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments: The 20-degree adverse list requirement is not suitable or appropriate for an 
installed floating OCS facility (especially a Tension Leg Platform).  This is another example of a 
requirement that is well-placed for traditional vessels but not for floating OCS facilities which are 



 

32 
 

not designed like traditional vessels.  It is recommended the installation of a lifeboat on a floating 
OCS facility be evaluated on a case-by-case basis during plan review and that it not be restricted 
to the 20-degree list requirement.  This cite is ineffective, no longer enforced as written, and 
imposes burdens that exceed benefits. 
 
New Recommendation:  This recommendation should stand as is. 
 

9. (2018) Cite: §108.540(d) 
Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  The 3-minute rule for boarding needs to be evaluated for the higher capacity 
lifeboats in service today.  Proof of this requirement is not appropriate for lifeboats in the stowed 
position and is best achieved during on-shore training in boats installed for this purpose.  It is 
recommended the Coast Guard remove specific time requirements from this regulation.  Instead, 
operators should be allowed the latitude to train and drill in a manner that is best suited for the 
design and layout of their facility as well as the types of boats and arrangements they have 
installed.  This cite is outdated, ineffective, and imposes burdens that exceed benefits. 
 
New Recommendation:  This recommendation should stand as is and could benefit further from 
an EER analysis.  
 

10. (2018) Cite: §108.550(b) 
Recommendation:  Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  Like the comments above, a specific time requirement should not be listed.  
Every floating OCS facility is different and several also have additional crew protection features 
(e.g. protected egress routes) not found on traditional vessels or MODUs where this requirement 
may be more suitable.  Instead, operators should be allowed the latitude to train and drill in a 
manner that is best suited for the design and layout of their facility as well as the types of boats 
and arrangements they have installed.  This cite is outdated, ineffective, and imposes burdens 
that exceed benefits. 
 
New Recommendation:  This recommendation should stand as is and could benefit further from 
an EER analysis. 
 

11. (2018) Cite: §108.550(e)(1) & (2) 
Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments: Please see the comments for §108.530(a)(4)(ii) above. 
 
New Recommendation:  Please see the recommendation for number 8 above. 
 

12. (2018) Cite: §108.550(f)(2) 
Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  Clarification is needed concerning floating OCS facilities under construction.  
Semi-submersible and TLP hulls in an integration yard have historically been required to have 
lifeboat falls sufficient to reach the water even though the unit is under construction and at light 
draft.  A unit under construction should not be considered “operational”.  Further, considering 
the unit will spend the clear majority of its service life at an increased operational draft, the falls 
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should only be required to reach the water at this reduced air gap.  Because this cite has been 
applied to require additional fall length for boats on units under construction it has often resulted 
in costly changes to, or in some cases, completely changing the winches in a launch system.  In 
most cases these are systems with components from the same manufacturer and designed to be 
used as a complete system.  When forced to equip the floating OCS facility with a larger capacity 
winch from a manufacturer that is different than what was originally specified, this poses 
unintended consequences in terms of winch location, the routing of the control wires, and other 
factors that can create additional design and operational challenges to the system.  It obviously 
also results in a costly modification to achieve compliance with a regulation that is not appropriate 
or applicable for a floating OCS facility hull during construction at light draft.  Input from one 
operator that was forced to do this in 2013 indicates it resulted in an additional $500,000 worth 
of new equipment, installation, and testing costs.  This requirement is outdated, ineffective, and 
imposes cost and safety burdens that exceed benefits. 
 
New Recommendation:  This issue could be addressed by USCG policy regarding the inspection of 
floating OCS facilities under construction, during integration, and for inspection of a “Quarters 
Habitable” letter.  The falls should only be required to reach the water when the platform is 
installed at its final operational draft.  Other means for evacuating crew during the times the unit 
is at light draft and being towed to its installation site should be developed by the operator 
involved. 
 

13. (2018) Cite: §108.553(c) 
Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  Like the comments for §108.550(f)(2) above, this cite needs to be modified so 
that it cannot be used to compel an operator to install longer fall lengths than necessary 
considering a floating OCS facility spends the bulk of its service life at a greatly increased 
operational draft (reduced air gap).  The verbiage in this cite about “lightest sea-going condition” 
has been misinterpreted for floating OCS facilities under tow from the shoreside integration yard 
to the offshore construction site, not to mention these units are not “sea-going”.   A floating OCS 
facility in this case is still only at light draft for a very short time and under construction.  Operators 
have installed additional life rafts to facilitate evacuation of the unit during this construction 
phase.  Consideration of alternative evacuation methods is preferable to unnecessarily modifying 
an approved launching system.  This cite is outdated, ineffective, and imposes cost and safety 
burdens that exceed benefits.  
 
New Recommendation:  This issue could be addressed by USCG policy regarding the inspection of 
floating OCS facilities under construction, during integration, and for inspection of a “Quarters 
Habitable” letter.  The falls should only be required to reach the water when the platform is 
installed at its final operational draft.  Other means for evacuating crew during the times the unit 
is at light draft and being towed to its installation site should be developed by the operator 
involved. 
 

14. (2018) Cite: Table §108.575(b) 
Recommendation: Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  Lifeboats on floating OCS facilities have historically been held to the 
equipment standard for “Lifeboats” in “Other than International Service”.  Even so, there is 
equipment in this list that is not suitable or necessary for lifeboats on a floating OCS facility or a 
fixed facility with lifeboats installed (please see comments for 33 CFR Subpart 144.01 above).  As 
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an example, lifeboats on fixed or floating OCS facilities cannot launch via the use of a painter line 
as these units are permanently moored.  Further, the requirement for water and distress signals 
is excessive.  Rescue resources in the GOM are plentiful so it is difficult to envision a scenario that 
would keep persons in a lifeboat for a prolonged period.  This table requires operators to purchase 
and maintain equipment not suitable for this type of lifeboat application.  The associated costs to 
purchase this equipment can easily reach $2500 or more per boat every few years.  It is 
recommended the Coast Guard work with Industry groups to come up with a more suitable list of 
equipment for lifeboats on floating OCS facilities and fixed platforms.  The requirements in this 
table are outdated, ineffective, and impose cost and safety burdens that exceed benefits. 
 
New Recommendation:  Per Task 2, Recommendation 1: A more appropriate “GOM Standard” 
that lists the minimum required equipment on a lifeboat installed on fixed and OCS facilities in the 
U.S. should be developed.   
 
 

Coast Guard Policy 
 
Marine Safety Manual (MSM), Volume II – Materiel Inspection 
 

15. (2018) Cite: Section B, Chapter 1 (page B1-88 of most recent revision of MSM) 
Recommendation:  Modify 
 
(2018) Comments:  Paragraph #5 indicates the Coast Guard Marine Inspector should direct the 
completion of at least three stop-start cycles when lowering a lifeboat during the 10% overload 
test. This is given in the context of a 10% overload test conducted during a COI inspection or after 
the falls have been replaced, not for prototype testing or installation tests where it may be more 
appropriate.  This policy has appeared in the MSM for many years and has never been revised to 
align with similar IMO/SOLAS direction for how to conduct a 10% overload test.  IMO/SOLAS and 
manufacturer guidance only call for the boat to be stopped “abruptly” after the lowering speed is 
determined.  Manufacturers may require frequent stop-start cycles after the replacement of a 
centrifugal brake to “burnish” or wear in the brake pads; however, this is done with a light boat, 
not one that is at 10% overload.  The extra stop-start cycles called for in the Coast Guard’s MSM 
policy are not supported by any recognized standard or other rationale.  It is suggested the extra 
stop-start cycles accomplish nothing more than excess wear on the equipment and the 
introduction of unnecessary risk to the weight testing procedure provided the IMO/SOLAS and 
manufacturer accepted testing protocols have already been satisfied.  This policy is outdated, no 
longer necessary, ineffective, and imposes burdens that exceed benefits. 
 
New Recommendation:  This recommendations stands. The USCG should revise this dated section 
of the MSM that calls for a test that does not conform to SOLAS or OEM procedures.  Until this 
revision is made, the USCG should issue clarifying guidance to their Marine Inspectors that the 
procedure listed in this MSM policy should not be followed.  
 
 
New Recommendations for this Task Statement 
 

16. Cite: 46 CFR 108.525 
 
Recommendation:  The USCG should develop formal policy that allows a relaxation from the 200% 
capacity of lifeboats (100% in “two widely separated locations”) if an operator can provide a 
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legitimate rationale that the design of the unit provides adequate protection to allow the primary 
location of lifeboats for at least 100% of the maximum POB to be available and usable under all 
assumed casualty scenarios. 
 

17. Cite: 46 CFR 108.545 
 
Recommendation:  Although there are not currently any marine evacuation systems (MES) 
installed on platforms on the U.S. OCS, they should be evaluated to see if they are appropriate for 
use as they may provide a better means of egress to life rafts than would freely deployed life rafts. 
 

18. Cite: 46 CFR 108.560 
 
Recommendation:  The requirement for a rescue boat on a floating OCS facility exists only because 
the USCG applies this part to floating OCS facilities (per 33 CFR 143.120) and has not developed 
regulations specific to, or more appropriate for, these types of OCS units. The same risks of 
personnel falling into the water exists on fixed OCS facilities yet they are not required to have 
rescue boats. The Subcommittee feels there is insufficient casualty data that supports the 
requirement for a rescue boat and this is simply a misapplication of a vessel-based requirement.  
The launching of a rescue boat from floating OCS facilities presents additional risks that have not 
been fully evaluated.  A floating OCS facility cannot stabilize a rescue boat the way a ship’s hull 
can and ship allows for the use of painter/tag lines whereas this is not possible from a floating 
OCS facility.  This can lead to excessive swinging of the boat that is usually only controlled by 
frequent stop/start cycles of the winch which can be beyond the capacity of the installed 
safeguards (i.e. welded starter motor contacts).  Lastly, the use of a dual-fall lifeboat also rated as 
a rescue boat should be evaluated as these craft can take longer to reconnect and may not be 
suitable for launching in certain weather because it would be difficult, if not impossible, to retrieve 
them.  This makes their use as a rescue boat questionable, at best.  Note: Marshall Islands does 
not allow the use of dual-rated lifeboat/rescue boats for newly constructed MODUs. 
 

19. Cite: D8(OCS) Policy Letter 01-20, Emergency Evacuation Drills on Manned Facilities with 
Lifeboats, May 19, 2020 
 
Recommendation:  The Subcommittee does not agree with the USCG’s overly broad 
interpretation of 33 CFR 146.125(c)(1) as requiring an annual launch of lifeboats.  A reasoned 
reading of this cite and the rulemaking the promulgated it implies “elements” (no definition 
provided) of an EEP must be “exercised” but the regulation is not explicit as to the “how” this has 
to be accomplished.  It is evident from the protracted Subchapter N rulemaking effort that explicit 
operational requirements for the periodic launching of lifeboats was intended to be covered by 
the 1999 Proposed Rule.  As a comparison, regulations in 46 CFR 109 (which does not apply) and 
SOLAS are explicit regarding the launch of a lifeboat and its operation in the water.  Using the logic 
of this interpretation it would also imply that operators should be conducting a full evacuation of 
personnel via lifeboat and this is something that has never been done, nor would be 
contemplated.  The policy also says the “default” method for complying with their interpretation 
is to lower and launch lifeboats but this ignores the fact suitable alternatives can be implemented 
to achieve the same outcomes of testing the equipment and ensuring operator competency.  The 
policy letter does reaffirm the ability of an operator to submit alternatives as already stated in 33 
CFR 140.15; however, in that an actual requirement that is explicit as to a launch requirement 
does not exist, it then becomes an issue of “alternative to what?”.  The use of OEM approved 
alternatives that tests the equipment and a program of initial and periodic refresher training on 
like for like (or substantially similar) equipment designed to maintain competency is strongly 
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recommended over the “default” method of lowering, launching, and recovering lifeboats.  
Adoption of these alternatives would meet the regulatory intent already evident in Subchapter N 
to keep lifesaving equipment in “good” condition and to have “trained” personnel. 
 

20. Cite: 33 CFR 146.30(b)(1) 
 
Recommendation:   The current reporting threshold for damage to a lifeboat is ambiguous.  The 
Coast Guard should explore an anonymous voluntary reporting functionality that would better 
capture reports of any damage to lifeboats or rescue boats regardless of whether this renders the 
craft “unusable” or not.   
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TASK NUMBER 5 
 
Recommend suggested changes or alternatives for competency assurance/training for crew serving on 
OCS units and lifesaving equipment testing. 
 
Response 
 
A steady theme in this report is the need to look outside the U.S. for answers to some of these questions.  
This is because the USCG has not advanced regulation for the OCS or offered any contemporary policy, 
solutions, or guidance relevant to this topic that aims to progress how to more safely and intelligently test 
lifeboats and ensure operator competency.  They hold tight to their paradigm that traditional launching 
of lifeboats, despite the well-established increased risks to personnel and equipment, is the only way to 
do this. This is not true.  Another theme in this report is the fact the added risks of launching in open 
water, as only MODUs on location and fixed and floating OCS facilities can do, adds additional risk that 
may not be acceptable to an operator.  These risks should not be acceptable to the regulator either. 
 
OEMs are able to design alternatives that test equipment operability and reliability and do not require the 
boat be launched.  They have done so in other offshore areas of the world that have progressed alternative 
“no-launch” protocols.  Similarly, training providers can also provide training that develops and helps to 
periodically ensure the competencies of lifeboat crews.  The use of simulators is also well established in 
other offshore areas and their use is expanding.  Indeed, the use of simulators during offshore lifeboat 
drills is specifically recommended in IMO Resolution A.1079(28) Annex A Paragraph 1.3.  The old way is 
not the only way and an offshore area regulated by an agency that has been unable to advance 
contemporary, appropriate regulations and policies for the OCS in almost 40 years indicates that the USCG 
should be more actively engaged with, and open to, the perspectives of other offshore regulators. 
 
IMO MSC.1/Circ. 1486 was written because the IMO recognized the challenges MODUs had with launching 
lifeboats to satisfy a regulatory duty while in “remote locations” (i.e. open water) and that this could 
“create hazardous situations and potentially the inability to carry out such drills safely and fully”.  The IMO 
encouraged member governments, shipowners, and manufacturers of lifeboat to use the guidelines in 
1486 “at the earliest available opportunity”.  The same logic behind 1486 should be extended to fixed and 
floating OCS facilities irrespective of IMO applicability. Further, the findings and recommendations 
established in investigation reports from decades ago which articulate the risks of open water launching 
and the recent fatal incident in GOM in 2019 make it clear that the “earliest available opportunity” was 
long before now. 
 
The Conundrum for Operators of Fixed and Floating OCS Facilities 
 

We are required to ensure the equipment is in “good” condition (operational readiness at all 
times). (33 CFR 146.15) 

 
We are obligated to provide lifeboat operators who are competent in the use of the equipment 
and to be able to demonstrate their competency. (33 CFR 146.125(a)) 

 
Traditional methods of proving operational readiness and operator competency have been 
verified during periodic launches in open water, however this activity poses significant recognized 
risk. 

 
Offshore platforms have unique challenges and risks with the launching and recovery of lifeboats 
(especially during recovery). 
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Personnel should not be allowed in the boats during lowering and recovery.  This is a practice 
increasingly disallowed in merchant shipping and other offshore areas and simply recognizes that 
most lifeboat casualties occur during these two phases of the operation. 

 
The transferring of personnel to an already lowered lifeboat, while doable, also adds additional 
risks to an activity already replete with risk. 

 
There are other recognized best practices that exist in other offshore areas and have proven 
effective related to lifeboat testing that do not require launching at all. 
 
For the industry this involves identifying and managing risk in accordance with our values - we 
have zero tolerance for not managing potentially fatal outcomes to as close to zero as we can 
because it’s simply the right thing to do.   
 
As the agency charged with ensuring and progressing marine safety on the U.S. OCS, the USCG 
should also recognize these risks and be willing to collaborate constructively with the industry to 
advance safer, more practical alternatives.  Defaulting to historical practices of manned launching 
despite the recognized risks should not be viewed as “promoting the safety of life and property” 
(per OCSLA).  Promoting the safety of life and property must include the adoption of best practices 
from other offshore areas that have already successfully addressed these challenges through 
Safety Case regimes and utilizing a focus on As Low as Reasonably Practicable (ALARP) principles. 
 

Recommendations 
 

1. The OOC Guidance Document “Alternatives to Lifeboat Launching” should be used by any 
operator of a fixed or floating OCS facility desiring to develop alternative protocols for 
periodic lifeboat launching that was historically done to test the equipment and prove lifeboat 
operator competency.  This OOC Guidance Document should be revised as necessary as more 
is learned about how the USCG will evaluate requests for alternatives. 
 

2. The USCG should not require as a default method of equipment testing and indicator of 
operator competency the periodic launching of lifeboats in open water.  It is recommended 
the USCG be fully open to alternatives that achieve the same objectives. 

 
3. Should the USCG not approve alternatives to launching, it is recommended they provide a 

logical rationale as to why they deem the added risk of personnel injury and/or damage to 
critical safety equipment is necessary when alternatives can be implemented to substantially 
reduce or eliminate these risks. 
 

4. The USCG should develop guidelines they feel constitute acceptable alternatives to meet the 
regulatory standards that currently exist in Subchapter N.  This will assist operators of fixed 
and floating OCS facilities in the development of proposed alternatives they may elect to 
submit to the USCG and it should serve to remove ambiguity and inconsistency from the 
process.   
 

5. The USCG should develop relationships with regulators and offshore trade associations in 
other offshore areas (e.g. UK HSE, Canada-Newfoundland & Labrador Offshore Petroleum 
Board (C-NLOPB), Canada Association of Petroleum Producers (CAPP), UK Oil and Gas Industry 
(OGUK), etc.) to learn more about best practices that they have developed so that these can 
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be applied in the U.S. as appropriate.  Ostensibly, this should be a function of the USCG’s 
Outer Continental Shelf National Center of Expertise element. 
 

6. The USCG should develop official policy forthwith that allows for the use of simulators to 
provide either a partial or full offset from a requirement to launch annually as a basis to prove 
operator competency.  Use of simulators is allowed in other offshore areas and research has 
proven they can be more effective in safe competency training for a multitude of offshore sea 
states and conditions than the actual launches to calm sea states only and without the 
attendant risks. 
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TASK NUMBER 6 
 
Provide any additional recommendations that the subcommittee believes are relevant to this tasking 
 
Response 
 
This Task Statement provided an important opportunity to more thoroughly analyze the issues related to 
lifeboat and rescue boat safety on the OCS.  As indicated earlier in the report, there is more awareness 
now of the unique challenges faced by fixed and floating OCS facilities with how to meet regulatory 
obligations that were not adequately contemplated during the 2015 Task Statement effort.  It should also 
go without saying that the fatalities from the 2019 lifeboat incident in the GOM must serve as a force for 
positive changes.  The Industry and the Coast Guard must work together to ensure activities intended to 
verify the operational readiness of safety critical equipment and operator competency are achieved 
without introducing unnecessary risks.   
 
Recommendations 
 

1. Though not required by regulation for fixed and floating OCS facilities, the issue of non-OEMs and 
non-ASPs performing work on lifeboats and rescue boats is most concerning.  It is highly 
recommended the Coast Guard collaborate with equipment OEMs to understand the types of 
serious issues OEMs have had to correct after non-OEMs performed work on their equipment. It 
is further recommended the Coast Guard publish a Safety Alert or Marine Safety Information 
Bulletin (MSIB) on this issue to urge the use of an OEM and to clarify the risks of personnel injury 
and equipment damage that may occur when non-OEMs do not follow OEM procedures, use OEM 
parts or tools, and when the nature of the work could invalidate USCG approval of a lifeboat, 
rescue boat, or launching system.  Any potential USCG regulatory effort in this space should 
prohibit the use of non-OEMs or non-ASPs to work on USCG approved lifeboats and launching 
systems. 
 

2. It is recommended that lifeboat maintenance issues be evaluated through the maintenance 
program corrective action system.  Root cause and contributing factors should be identified. 
Actions to eliminate or mitigate the causes and factors should be put into place and most 
importantly, followed up for effectiveness. 
 

3. The USCG OCS National Center of Expertise (NCOE) should audit USCG PSCRB (Lifeboatman) 
courses to ascertain if the type and level of training they are providing for operators of lifeboats 
from fixed and floating OCS facilities is relevant for the lifeboat systems on these types of OCS 
units. 
 

4. Training for personnel who are assigned as lifeboatmen or assistant lifeboatmen duties should 
include appropriate measures to ensure that these personnel are familiar with the release 
mechanisms that they will be operating (e.g. components, theory of operation, normal and 
emergency release procedures). In addition, for recovery, whether for those dual-certified 
lifeboats or from a drill, extra emphasis should be placed on verification of hook resets (this can 
get into additional levels of the components, theories and procedures). Participation of these 
personnel as an observer during recommended maintenance by the OEM/ASP could aid with 
insight into/familiarity with the systems that they are responsible for operating and is also 
recommended. 
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5. Related to number 4 (above): Operators of fixed and floating OCS units should provide the USCG 
OCS NCOE with equipment details regarding their lifeboat and releasing gear models so that the 
NCOE can develop internal and external training specific to that equipment that also utilizes the 
lessons learned from the 2019 fatal lifeboat incident in the GOM. 
 

6. The USCG should not put their personnel in lifeboats being launched offshore under the guise of 
training.  This has occurred in the past and it is not a liability an operator should incur nor is it one 
the USCG should create. 
 

7. The USCG should require their marine inspectors who are seeking an inspection qualification of 
any vessel or facility that has USCG approved lifeboat systems installed to complete a USCG 
approved PSCRB (Lifeboatman) course. 
 

8. The USCG should accept other approved training courses that may not be specifically USCG 
approved (e.g. Offshore Petroleum Industry Training Organization [OPITO], Canadian Association 
of Petroleum Producers Training and Qualifications Committee [CAPP TQC], Norwegian Oil and 
Gas [NOG]).  It is agreed Coxswains should receive initial core training to a recognized standard.    
 

9. The USCG should issue a Task Statement to the NOSAC to evaluate the USCG’s investigation report 
for the 2019 fatal lifeboat incident in the GOM when it is available.  The purpose of this evaluation 
would be for the industry to provide feedback on the findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations. 
 

10. The USCG should also consider alternatives besides lifeboats as a reasonable means for platform 
evacuation.  A regulation that would have provided a clear basis for this was written in the 1999 
Subchapter N Proposed Rule (i.e. use of “novel” lifesaving equipment).  (USCG 1998-3868), 
December 7, 1999. 
 

11. The USCG should require the removal of lifeboats that are obsolete.  “Serviceable” and “not 
appropriate for continued service” are not the same.  As an example, there are still lifeboats 
installed in the GOM that do not meet the self-righting criteria of newer craft.  While still 
“serviceable” they should not be considered appropriate for continued service.  This could lead 
to a situation where personnel in self-righting craft survive whereas the personnel in an older 
“obsolete” craft do not. Additionally, the SOLAS amendments relative to lifeboat release 
mechanisms (SOLAS reg III/1.5 and IMO Circular MSC.1/Circ.1392) did not directly apply to fixed 
and floating OCS facilities.  Per CG-ENG Policy letter 01.14, dated March 24, 2014, the USCG 
“recommended” that operators of these kinds of OCS facilities voluntarily follow the guidelines in 
IMO Circular MSC.1/Circ. 1392 “Guidelines for Evaluation and Replacement of Lifeboat Release 
and Retrieval Systems”.  Note: the 1999 USCG Proposed Rule that would have updated 33 CFR 
Subchapter N, included regulations that would have allowed the use of existing lifeboat without 
self-righting capability but required they be modified to have self-righting capability within 2 years 
of the effective date of the proposed rule. 
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Overview  

 
Incidents with lifeboats continue to occur across the global maritime industry as well as offshore oil and 
gas facilities with some degree of regularity. The recent lifeboat related fatalities in the Gulf of Mexico 
(GOM) in 2019 have served to provide an opportunity to reevaluate the risks and challenges associated 
with launching and recovering lifeboats from offshore facilities. These activities are conducted to comply 
with applicable regulatory requirements, manufacturer maintenance and testing guidelines, and as a 
method to confirm lifeboat operator competency. 
 
An analysis of practices with lifeboat launching and recovery on facilities in other well-regulated offshore 
areas of the world has shown that lifeboat operations in the GOM, by comparison, posed greater risk to 
personnel and equipment and were being conducted in a manner inconsistent with practices in these 
areas. This is primarily due to the fact personnel were in the boats during lowering and recovery which 
is, generally, a practice discouraged in other offshore areas, and especially in merchant shipping. The 
basis for the historical practices in the GOM is mainly a carry-over from how lifeboats are operated from 
traditional vessels. Another contributory factor is regulator influence which has largely compelled 
launching without a full consideration of the increased risk and challenges of launching and recovering 
lifeboats from offshore facilities. 
 
This Guidance Document will discuss the variety of factors that have combined to form historical 
practices with lifeboat launching and recovery in the GOM. It will also highlight the unique risks posed 
by lifeboat operations on offshore facilities in this area. Finally, it will establish a proposed framework 
based on international standards and best practices well established in other offshore areas that, if 
accepted by the USCG, can be voluntarily implemented by operators in order to significantly de-risk 
launching and recovery activities conducted to confirm lifeboat operational readiness and operator 
competency.  

 
The Case Against Continued Launching of Lifeboats from Offshore Facilities 

 
Lifeboat launching and, in particular, lifeboat recovery poses risks on any asset with a lifeboat (ship or 
offshore facility); however, the risks and challenges for offshore facilities are generally greater compared 
to a conventional ship-based lifeboat system. The enduring challenge for fixed and floating offshore 
facilities operating in an exposed open ocean environment is that they cannot conduct the lifeboat 
function testing normally accomplished via launching and recovering in the same manner as a ship – 
the risks are greater in every phase of this operation. Most notably, a ship can satisfy this regulatory 
duty by launching their lifeboats while at the dock, protected harbor, or in some other benign and 
sheltered location where immediate advanced medical care is readily accessible and environmental 
conditions are better controlled. A ship’s hull and painter (tag) lines can help to stabilize the craft during 
launch and recovery and a ship can also maneuver to protect the lifeboat launching area from 
environmental effects such as wind, seas, and current. Offshore facilities do not have these attributes 
which makes the entire operation significantly more challenging. 
 
Another factor that increases the risks and challenges of lifeboat operations from offshore facilities is 
that the launching heights and the size/capacity of the lifeboats are usually much greater than are 
present on conventional merchant ships.  As offshore facilities have developed in deeper water, their 
size and complexity has increased as well.  This usually translates into a greater need for increased 
crew size.  In an effort to reduce the footprint required for lifeboats and their associated mustering areas 
and launching systems, some operators design and outfit their facilities with fewer boats of higher 
capacity. Lifeboats rated for over 100 persons are currently installed on some offshore facilities at 
heights exceeding 160 feet.   
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Lifeboat types on offshore facilities can also vary and consist of either a single or dual-fall davit launched 
system.   There are currently no free-fall type lifeboats installed on offshore facilities in U.S. waters, but 
an operator could elect to install these if they wanted to. The type of davit used to launch and recover 
lifeboats on offshore facilities is generally the cantilever style davit which suspends the lifeboat directly 
over and provides a direct path to the water.  Davit systems vary in complexity with dual-fall type lifeboat 
davits being more complex than single-fall type davits due to arrangement and more moving parts.  Dual-
fall lifeboats can be rated for over 100 persons while the current maximum size of a single-fall lifeboat is 
80 persons.   
 
While either single or dual-fall lifeboats are suitable for their designed purpose of evacuating personnel 
from an offshore facility in an emergency, the challenges with reconnecting and recovering dual-fall 
boats is usually greater as the hooks need to be reconnected almost simultaneously.  Due to height and 
period of the sea state as well as surface and eddy currents that prevail around the platform structure, 
it takes careful maneuvering of a dual-fall lifeboat to be able to perform a simultaneous reconnection of 
the lifeboat hooks to the fall D-rings.  When this does not occur, the operation has to be aborted, and 
the lifeboat operator has to make another approach.  The personnel stationed at the bow and stern hook 
stations are fully exposed to the swinging D-rings on the end of the lifeboat falls and are further 
encumbered by the limited range of movement provided by the releasing gear access hatches on the 
lifeboats.   Even in the most favorable environmental conditions, it is not uncommon for it to take an hour 
or more to reconnect a dual-fall lifeboat.  Damage to the lifeboats from dynamic loading of the releasing 
hooks and from swinging D-rings is common and the risk of personnel injury is dramatically increased. 
 
Even when a lifeboat (single or dual fall) is reconnected, the fact this is being performed in a completely 
unprotected environment causes increased wear and tear on the lifeboat and associated launching 
equipment. The dynamic loading the lifeboat encounters once the hooks are reconnected is more severe 
than that encountered on a ship-based lifeboat system that is conducting this activity in a more protected 
marine environment and is better suited for stabilizing the lifeboat via its hull and painter (tag) lines. 
Because of this arrangement, it is easy to see how this could cause an increased risk of a latent issue 
to eventually develop in a piece of critical equipment that could manifest itself in a failure later on.  
 
It has been common practice for GOM operators to have crews in the boat during lifeboat operations 
involving the lowering and recovering phases while performing routine maintenance and USCG required 
drills.  This has been done primarily because it is logistically easier to have the lifeboat crew embark and 
disembark at the stowed position.  This has also been due to the USCG requiring demonstration of crew 
competency to successfully lower, release, and operate the lifeboat. This practice is in contrast to lifeboat 
operations from facilities in other offshore areas as well as from traditional ship-based applications.  In 
the latter example, company policy often prohibits having crew in the lifeboats during lowering and 
recovery.   
 
As was stated earlier, ships can more easily work around this aspect of the operation because they can 
usually launch in a very protected environment and this makes the transfer of personnel at a later stage 
in the process a less risky proposition.  In fact, International Maritime Organization (IMO) Maritime Safety 
Committee (MSC) Circ.1326 clarifies during ship-based testing, it is not required for personnel to be in 
the boat during lowering and recovery.  Further, OSHA requirement 29 CFR 1915.86 specifically 
prohibits personnel from being in the boats during lowering and recovery.  Granted, this cite is applicable 
to vessels doing dockside work at OSHA regulated facilities; however, it serves to highlight that there is 
a feeling that the risks to personnel are greater during these phases of the operation and there is 
sufficient regulatory guidance available to examine alternative practices.   
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The transferring of offshore facility personnel to a waterborne 
lifeboat for the purposes of executing release, operation, and reconnection to the falls prior to recovery 
(i.e. personnel not in the lifeboat during the actual lowering and recovery operation) is not generally 
viewed as a viable alternative or practical mitigation in the high seas.  At best, this practice is merely 
adding different and/or transferring existing risk to the current launching and recovery operation.   
 
In order to better capture and assess the risks associated with OCS facility lifeboat operations, the OOC 
conducted an Operational Risk Assessment, included as Appendix 1 of this document.  The Risk 
Assessment outlines comparative risks for the following scenarios: 
 
1. Launching/Retrieving Lifeboats with Personnel Onboard 
2. Launching/Retrieving Lifeboats without Personnel and Using Vessel-to-Vessel Transfers 
3. Alternate Methods of Assuring Seaworthiness and Competence (no launch alternative) 

 
Relevant Requirements 

 
The USCG’s regulatory framework for fixed and floating facilities in the U.S. is disparate and outdated. 
Operators of fixed platforms may elect to install lifeboats on their facility but are not required by regulation 
to do so.  If they do, they have not been held to the same regulatory standards or level of oversight the 
USCG provides to floating facilities. The USCG also has policy for lifeboat coxswains on floating facilities 
to obtain a basic level of competence via a USCG approved Lifeboatman course; however, this is not 
applicable to fixed offshore facilities with lifeboats installed.   
 
Regardless of platform type, if lifeboats are installed, they must be USCG approved lifeboats and bear 
the appropriate USCG type approval series number or be accepted under an approved Mutual 
Recognition Agreement (MRA). Installation of USCG approved equipment of this type requires the 
operator to maintain it in accordance with manufacturer (OEM) guidelines. Traditional methods of 
verifying OEM guidelines are met and personnel competency is maintained have historically been 
accomplished through periodic launching of lifeboats and operating them in the water.  It should also be 
noted that a Lifeboat OEM’s guidance is normally written from the perspective of a conventional vessel-
based application as that is the majority of their market. OEM guidance rarely, if ever, takes into 
consideration the unique and additional risk of operating a lifeboat from an offshore facility. 
 
The requirements in 33 CFR Subchapter N apply to both fixed and floating platforms on the U.S. Outer 
Continental Shelf (OCS).  There are several requirements within this Subchapter that suggest the need 
to ensure operational readiness of the equipment and basic competency of personnel.  However, these 
regulations are sufficiently ambiguous with regard to an explicit launch requirement to prove operational 
readiness and personnel competency.   
 
The regulatory cites listed below are the only relevant requirements specific to lifeboat operational 
readiness and personnel competency.  Only the applicable sections of the sites are provided.  Emphasis 
is provided where instructive in this area: 
 

33 CFR §146.15   Maintenance of emergency equipment 
(a) The emergency equipment provided, regardless of whether or not required by this subchapter, 
shall be maintained in good condition at all times (emphasis added). Good operating practices 
require replacement of expended equipment, as well as periodic renewal of those items which 
have a limited period of effectiveness. 
 
33 CFR §146.115   Duties of personnel during an emergency 
(b) The duties shall be assigned as necessary for the proper handling of any emergency, and shall 
include the following: 
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(4) The preparation and launching of life floats, lifeboats, 
or life rafts (emphasis added). 
 
33 CFR §146.120   Manning of survival craft 
The owner, the owner's agent, or the person in charge shall assign a person to each life float, 
lifeboat, life raft, or survival capsule who shall be responsible for launching it in event of an 
emergency (emphasis added). 
 
33 CFR §146.125   Emergency drills 
(a) Emergency drills shall be conducted at least once each month by the person in charge of the 

manned facility. The drill shall be conducted as if an actual emergency existed (emphasis 
added). All personnel should report to their respective stations and be prepared to perform 
the duties assigned to them (emphasis added). 

(b) The person in charge and conducting the emergency drill shall instruct the personnel as 
necessary to ensure that all persons are familiar with their duties and stations (emphasis 
added). 

(c)  Emergency evacuation drills. The following emergency evacuation drills must be conducted:  
(1) At least once a year, all the elements of the Emergency Evacuation Plan (EEP) under §146.140 
relating to the evacuation of personnel from the facility must be exercised through a drill or a series 
of drills. The drill(s) must exercise all of the means and procedures listed in the EEP for each 
circumstance and condition described in the EEP under §146.140(d)(9). 
 

The only applicable Coast Guard requirement governing the frequency of emergency drills is 33 CFR 
§146.125.  It requires emergency drills to be conducted once per month “…as if an actual emergency 
existed” and that “All personnel should report to their respective stations and be prepared to 
perform the duties assigned to them”. The Coast Guard has variously interpreted this cite to include 
loading, lowering, releasing/launching, and operating the lifeboats in the water even though the wording 
of the regulation clearly indicates there is no explicit expectation to load, lower, and launch lifeboats at 
every emergency drill.  

 
The Coast Guard has also viewed §146.125(c) (provided above) as a basis for requiring the launching 
of boats; however, as with the other cites listed, this is ambiguous at best.  Further, if this was the case, 
then it would imply that every manned platform was exercising a complete personnel abandonment 
annually via their primary lifesaving - if that were a method indicated in their EEP.  Suffice it to say, a 
drill of this magnitude would not normally be contemplated by an operator to satisfy even the most 
extreme interpretation of this particular cite. 
 
Despite the fact the Coast Guard regulations for fixed and floating platforms are not explicit regarding a 
periodic lifeboat launching frequency, the fact remains that the lifeboat equipment needs to be exercised 
to ensure its operational readiness and personnel need to be familiar with its operation so that 
competency is assured.   
 
Coast Guard Policy 

 
In May of 2018, the USCG Outer Continental Shelf Officer in Charge, Marine Inspection (OCS OCMI) 
issued Policy Letter 04-2016 Rev.1.  This policy provides inspection guidance to USCG OCS inspectors 
for verifying compliance with 33 CFR 146 relative to the inspection of lifesaving equipment and the 
witnessing of emergency evacuation drills on OCS manned facilities. Paragraph 4.c of this policy allows 
operators to utilize IMO MSC.1/Circ.1486 “Guidelines on Alternative Methods for Lifeboat Drills on 
MODUs”.  As detailed in MSC.1/Circ.1486, the IMO recognized that MODUs had unique challenges to 
launching due to frequent operation in remote locations. The same logic should be applied to OCS 
platforms because they operate in remote locations completely exposed to environmental conditions 
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100% of the time. 
 
Alternatives to Lifeboat Launching 

 
The periodic launching and recovery of lifeboats from offshore facilities is an issue lacking clarity in the 
GOM; however, a review of best practices in other well-regulated offshore areas has shown that it is 
possible to confirm operational readiness and personnel competency via alternative protocols.  Despite 
the regulatory ambiguity on this issue in the GOM, and the different ways the Coast Guard has historically 
viewed fixed and floating platforms, operators ultimately have the responsibility to verify their lifeboats 
are maintained in a continuous state of operational readiness and assigned operating personnel are 
competent in their use.   
 
Despite the fact IMO guidance is not applicable to GOM offshore facilities, it may be considered as having 
some insight to the extent it can help to better confirm the safety of personnel and the reliability of 
equipment.  The IMO has produced more current and relevant guidance on lifeboat operations over the 
past few decades than the USCG has, although it should be recognized the USCG usually incorporates 
IMO guidance through other means (e.g. via a NVIC, etc.).  Regardless, the unique challenges and risks 
present during lifeboat launching and recovery operations on offshore facilities has never been 
specifically addressed by either the IMO or the USCG. 
 
The OOC feels the adoption of alternative protocols to lifeboat launching is an effective means to mitigate 
unnecessary risks, provided “these alternatives employed achieve a level of assurance of capability 
and readiness at least equivalent to that achieved through periodic launching and maneuvering”. 
This is the stated intent of MSC.1/Circ.1486.  The OOC also feels that proper implementation of the 
alternatives detailed later in this document provide the basis for operational practices that are far superior 
than the minimum standards implied by the dated regulations in 33 CFR Subchapter N.  Accordingly, 
these alternatives should be allowed as provided by 33 CFR §140.15(a) which allows the USCG OCMI 
to permit the use of alternative equipment or procedures “…to the extent and upon conditions as will 
ensure a degree of safety comparable to or greater than that provided by the minimum standards 
in this subchapter”. 
 
The adoption of these alternatives in this area, which largely mirror practices in place in other well-
regulated offshore areas, will most assuredly provide a “greater degree of safety” as they will result in: 

 
• Less risk to personnel. 

 
• Less potential for damage to the primary lifesaving equipment. 

 
Further, the implementation of these alternative protocols will also result in:  

 
• Enhanced awareness and knowledge of boat systems and operations via more structured and 

explicit OEM guidelines for equipment testing. 
 

• More comprehensive, structured, consistent, and frequent opportunities for competency 
assurance.  To put this in context; even during the historical quarterly launching of lifeboats on the 
OCS, it only allowed certain crew members to gain practical experience based on when launching 
opportunities (usually due to weather) aligned with crew rotations.  This led to situations where 
certain crew members could easily go a year or longer without operating a lifeboat. 

 
Accordingly, the OOC recommends the implementation of the following alternative procedures and 
practices: 
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IMO MSC.1/Circ.1486 (12Jan2015) Guidelines on Alternative Methods for Lifeboat Drills on 
MODUs.  This Circular provides operators of MODUs with guidance on how to develop alternatives to 
launching lifeboats.  Essentially, it requires the implementation of two other IMO instruments: 
 

• IMO MSC.1/Circ.1206/Rev.1 (11June2009) Measures to Prevent Accidents with Lifeboats (this 
has since become IMO Resolution MSC.402(96) 

 
• IMO Resolution A.1079(28) (27Mar2014) Recommendations for the Training and Certification of 

Personnel on Mobile Offshore Units (MOUs) 
 
Implementing this guidance for USCG regulated Fixed and Floating offshore facilities should be 
considered the minimum standard to meet so as to not be required to periodically launch and recover 
lifeboats and would satisfy the previously identified USCG requirements in 33 CFR 146 as a means to 
verify equipment operational readiness and personnel competency.  
 
Also, as detailed by IMO MSC.1/Circ.1486, the utilization of simulators can form a useful part of a 
competency assurance program.  Operators are encouraged to implement the use of simulators and 
other training methodologies (e.g. the use of mock equipment provided by the OEM, as available) to 
enhance competency assurance; however, these should not be viewed as a replacement of the periodic 
refresher training which will be further detailed below. 

  
Implementation of MSC.1/Circ.1206/Rev.1 (11June2009) Measures to Prevent Accidents 
with Lifeboats 

 
A read of this guidance details procedures that it is assumed were already largely being followed by any 
operator who was following their lifeboat’s respective OEM guidelines and having authorized service 
providers (ASP) perform the annual and 5-year service. 
 
Discussions with lifeboat OEMs who provide lifeboats for both fixed and floating offshore facilities in the 
GOM have indicated they have developed, or can develop, alternative equipment testing protocols that 
allow all the tests normally done in the water to be performed in the davit (in-situ).  For some lifeboat 
OEMs this may require the fitment of additional equipment to better facilitate this testing.  It should be 
noted that most OEMs with lifeboats operating in the GOM also have boats in other offshore areas that 
permit the use of established alternatives in lieu of periodic launching and recovery. 
 
Successful implementation of this guidance as a way to verify equipment operational readiness should 
be guided by the framework of IMO Resolution MSC.402(96) and include (at a minimum): 

 
• Development and implementation of OEM approved alternative guidelines that allow in-situ 

testing of the lifeboat versus periodic in-water testing as would normally be accomplished via 
launching and recovery.  Where this requires the fitment of specialized equipment to facilitate 
this testing, that equipment should be installed by an ASP. 
 

• Weekly and monthly testing per the OEM approved alternative guidelines can be performed by 
facility personnel under the direction of senior facility personnel and in accordance with the 
relevant maintenance manuals and should be recorded in their facility’s respective maintenance 
system. 

 
• Annual and 5-year servicing of the lifeboat shall be performed by an ASP.  Records of this service 

should also be recorded in the facility’s maintenance system and be made available upon request 
to the USCG or BSEE. 
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Implementation of IMO Resolution A.1079(28) (27Mar2014) Recommendations for the 
Training and Certification of Personnel on Mobile Offshore Units (MOUs) 
 
This guidance is currently not being followed in the GOM because, as indicated above, the USCG policy 
for operator competency is currently found in USCG D8 Policy Letter 03-2000 CH-1 “Policy on Manning 
of Non-Self-Propelled Floating Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Facilities”.  As indicated by its title, this 
policy has only applied to floating offshore facilities and basically states personnel in charge of a lifeboat 
on a floating facility to attend a USCG approved Lifeboatman course and obtain a certificate of successful 
course completion.  This was intended as a one-time activity with no requirement for refresher training. 
 
Per IMO Resolution A.1079(28), personnel in charge of lifeboats on MOUs are considered either Category 
C or Category D: 
 

• Category C - Regularly assigned special personnel with designated responsibility for the safety, 
security, and survival of others. 
 

• Category D - Maritime crew members (i.e. marine crew on floating offshore facilities). 
 

To be designated as in-charge of Lifeboat (i.e. Category C), they should complete, and obtain certification 
from, a USCG approved STCW course in the Proficiency of Survival Craft (PSC) as specified in table A-
VI/2-1 of the STCW Code. 
 
Successful implementation of this guidance in order to confirm lifeboat operator competency should 
include (at a minimum):  
 

• Successful completion and certification from a USCG PSC course as detailed above.  This is 
intended to be a one-time occurrence. 
 

• Periodic refresher training at a shore-based facility on an annual basis (as compared to the 2.5 
year “intermediate training” as specified in MSC.1/Circ.1486). It is intended that this refresher 
training be a day-long course and contain the appropriate combination of classroom and practical 
theory.  The training should take place in a boat with a launching system which is the same as, 
or substantially similar to, the type of system the personnel will be using on the offshore facility 
to which they are assigned. This annual refresher training does not need to be USCG approved 
but should, at a minimum, include a practical demonstration of the following elements:  

 
o prepare and make ready the lifeboat,  
o deploy and lower the boat into the water,  
o release the boat,  
o propel and steer the boat,   
o functioning of the lifeboat onboard systems such as deluge, air, etc.; and 
o safely recover and stow the lifeboat back on the facility. 

 
• All personnel designated as being in charge of a lifeboat (i.e. Category C) will actively participate 

in and complete the OEM required weekly and monthly inspections of their assigned lifeboat.  
This will also include talking through a pre-launch and launch checklist at every weekly 
inspection. 

 
• Key personnel, as deemed by the operator, with responsibilities to operate or maintain lifeboats 

should actively observe/participate/engage in annual and 5-year servicing that takes place during 
their hitch offshore 
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• Personnel designated on the station bill as being in charge of a lifeboat, or a qualified individual 
whom he/she appoints, (i.e. Category C) will actively observe/engage in any annual and 5-year 
servicing that takes place during their hitch offshore. 

 
Recommended Elements for USCG Alternative Proposal 
 
The following outlines the recommended elements that should be considered for inclusion in a proposal 
to the USCG District 8 OCS OCMI regarding alternatives to lifeboat launching.  Individual operators will 
be required to submit a proposal to the OCS OCMI in order to implement alternatives to lifeboat launching. 
 
Equipment: 
 

• List all of the platforms that would be affected by the proposal and detail the current complement 
of lifeboats on each platform: 

• Boat number (e.g. 1,2,3, etc.), manufacturer, and model number 
• List each boat POB rating 
• List the servicing vendor(s) 
• Detail how the OEM required tests and inspections will be performed in lieu of launching to water 
• Provide evidence of OEM approved alternative procedures for this testing 
• Detail how the operator will track and record this testing and maintenance 

 
Personnel Competency: 
 

• List personnel who would be subject to alternative training protocols: 
• Detail by platform who is normally charged with operating lifeboats per the Station Bill (by 

position not by name) 
• Detail the required baseline and annual training they will receive (Proficiency in Survival 

Craft/Lifeboatman and the annual one-day refresher) 
• List the training vendors who will be utilized for this training 
• Provide evidence that the vendors have boats like, or substantially similar to, the types of boats 

these personnel will operate 
• Detail how the operator will track and record this training 
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APPENDIX 1 - OPERATIONAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
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PROBLEM DEFINITION: 
 
Totally Enclosed Motor Propelled Survival Crafts (TEMPSCs), or lifeboats, are considered safety critical equipment used to 
evacuate a facility in case of emergency. For this reason, it is important that lifeboats are available and mechanically 
operational to evacuate the facility, that there are personnel on board a facility who know how to safely operate the 
equipment, and that the personnel onboard know how to properly enter the lifeboat.  

Historically, some maintenance, performance testing and drill tasks required boarding and launching the lifeboat at significant 
height above water. Under certain situations, if the lifeboat were to fall accidentally, there is a risk of personnel injury and 
death. 

The dilemma being faced is how to maintain lifeboats on facilities to ensure they are available for evacuation and maintaining 
personnel competency, while mitigating the risks associated with lowering and recovering a boat with personnel inside.  
Personnel should not be inside the boat during lowering and recovery; however, as detailed in this document, practical 
alternatives for transferring personnel to an already lowered lifeboat from a platform do not exist.  
 

OBJECTIVE: 
 
The objective of this risk assessment is to determine what is an ALARP solution to ensure the competence of personnel and 
the operational readiness of lifeboats at facilities in the GOM. Three options are presented for fulfilling the regulatory 
requirement of 33 CFR 146.125(a) Emergency Drills: 
 

“Emergency drills shall be conducted at least once each month by the person in charge of the manned facility. The drill shall 
be conducted as if an actual emergency existed. All personnel should report to their respective stations and be prepared 
to perform the duties assigned to them.” 

 
The following options are considered: 
 

1. Continue to lower lifeboats to the water, disconnect and operate them on the water, then re-connect the lifeboat to 
the fall cables, and recover them back to the platform – all while manned. 
 

2. Lower and recover the lifeboats without personnel inside and perform vessel-to-vessel transfers of personnel at the 
water level. The personnel would be lowered to the water on a rescue craft and transfer to/from the lifeboats from 
the rescue craft. 
 

3. Work with manufacturers, industry partners, and peers to develop alternative protocols that test the operational 
readiness of the equipment and competencies of the operating personnel via the alternative methods detailed in this 
document 
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HSSE ISSUES AND POTENTIAL RISK OF WORKING AT HEIGHTS 
 

 
RAM RATING 

 
SEVERITY & LIKELIHOOD 

• People Consequence: Permanent Total Disability (PTD) or 1 or more 
fatalities – Heard of in GOM                                                                                                                                                                                     

• Asset Consequence: Loss of Lifeboat – Heard of in GOM 
• Community Consequence: Lasting effect on offshore community 
• Environmental Consequence: - N/A 

 
 
 

 

 
 

POTENTIAL RISKS: 
 
Three types of risks are involved: 

A. Risks of either the lifeboat not being mechanically available or the crew not being able to operate the lifeboat in 
case of emergency. This is the risk of the lifeboat barrier failing upon demand. Ways in which this could happen 
include: 

a. Hooks not releasing when in the water 
b. Steering malfunction, steering cables breaking 
c. Engine Malfunction 
d. Hooks releasing prematurely 
e. Dynamic brake failure 
f. Winch malfunctioning – not releasing cable. 
g. Cable break. 
h. Winch control cable malfunction (common on dual-fall boats) 

B. Risks associated with accidents while performing maintenance tasks including: 
a. Lifeboat falling due to premature opening of hooks or other failure in the securing system (e.g. D-ring, cable, 

etc.). 
b. Injury during re-connect due to swinging hooks, sea conditions, and limited ability for hook retrieving 

personnel to move. 
c. Damage to safety critical equipment due to swinging hooks. 

C. Risks of vessel-to-vessel transfer on the water. 
a. Personnel caught between two vessels, striking vessels, falling to water due to losing balance / slipping 

during transfer. 

b. Damage to lifeboat and/or rescue boat due to contact between the two crafts. 

c. Additional lowering and recovery of the rescue boat to facilitate this operation. 

Following is the list of risks as outlined above, and the barriers that are used to mitigate the risks. When listing the barriers, 
we do so in the hierarchical order of control effectiveness. 
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Risk of Lifeboat Barrier Failing: 
 
There are recorded incidents of the lifeboat barrier failing. For example, on March of 1980 the Alexander L Kielland semi-
sub rig, while supporting drilling on the North Sea, suffered damages to the braces supporting its legs, and it listed heavily 
to one side. As part of the evacuation, only two of seven lifeboats on the facility were successfully launched. The hooks on 
three lifeboats failed to release and the waves smashed the lifeboats back to the rig. 

 
RAM risk rating People: 

1 or more fatalities 
Heard of in Industry 

Asset: 
Loss of Lifeboat 
Heard of in Industry 

Community:  
Lasting effects in 
offshore community 

Environment: N/A 

 
The barriers in place to mitigate this risk are: 
 

• Vessels, davit, cables, and release mechanisms are engineered and constructed per industry standards. 
• Maintenance of the lifeboats and rescue crafts per OEM specifications. Lifeboat manufacturers partnering with 

operators to design methods by which the integrity of the davit, hook, and lifeboat components and the 
seaworthiness of the boat can be assured without the need to release the boat to the water. 

• Training of personnel to launch and operate the lifeboats. Industry is partnering with training centers and training 
professionals to develop alternate enhanced solutions to train lifeboat operators as well as passengers without 
having to load the boat at heights or lower/recover personnel on a boat at height. 

 
Risks of accidents while performing maintenance tasks: 

 
Risk of falling during maintenance (launching/loading activities): 
This is the risk of launching/raising the lifeboat with people onboard the lifeboat and the lifeboat falling from heights. 
Credible consequences include fatalities of up to 3 people. In 2001 the United Kingdom’s Marine Accident Investigation 
Branch (MAIB) conducted a study of the lifeboat accidents for boats within their scope since 1991, the time that the MAIB 
started archiving accident data. The study found that 12 people had died during this time, roughly one fatality per year.  

 
RAM risk rating People: 

PTD or 1 or more 
fatalities 
Heard of in Industry 

Asset: 
Loss of Lifeboat 
Heard of in Industry 

Community:  
Lasting effect on 
offshore community 

Environment: N/A 

 
The risk of falling during maintenance (launching) is mitigated by: 
 

• Reducing exposure by limiting or eliminating the number of times that the lifeboats are mandated to be lowered 
for testing purposes. 

• Maintenance of the fall cable – inspection per OEM as well as replacement every 4-5 years. 
• Maintenance of the davit – inspection per OEM. 

http://www.dieselduck.info/library/09%20accidents/MAIB%20Lifeboat%20drill%20accidents.pdf
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• Maintenance of the winch, brakes – inspection per OEM and testing of the brakes by periodically lowering the 

lifeboat with no personnel inside. 
• Maintenance of the limit switches – inspection per OEM and testing of the switches by periodically 

lowering/recovering of the lifeboat with no personnel inside. 
• Maintenance of the release hook system – inspection per OEM and testing of release mechanism while the 

lifeboat is supported with the maintenance pendants. 
• Designing and implementing alternative methods of performing the above-mentioned maintenance and testing 

in lieu of launching to water. 
• Use of the Fall Preventor Device “FPD” as a safeguard against hook failure, where feasible. 
 

Risk of falling during maintenance (non-launching/loading activities): 
This is the risk of performing maintenance activities on the lifeboat while in the stowed position. 

 
RAM risk rating People: 

1 or more Fatalities 
Heard of in Industry 

Asset:  
Loss of Lifeboat 
Heard of in Industry 

Community: 
Lasting effect on 
offshore community 

Environment: N/A 

 
The risk of falling during maintenance (non-launching) is mitigated by: 

 
• Use of maintenance pendants, which provides an independent support to the boat from the davit. 
• Maintenance of the fall cable, davit, winch, and brakes (per above) 
• Limiting the number of people permitted in the lifeboat during maintenance. 

 
Risks of Vessel-to-Vessel transfer: 

 
Risk of damage to lifeboat upon descent to water: 
On a vessel-to-vessel transfer operation, the lifeboat is lowered unmanned with open doors so that it can more easily be 
boarded on the water.  

 
RAM risk rating People: N/A Asset: 

Damage to Lifeboat 
Heard of in GOM 

Community: N/A Environment: N/A 

 
The risk of damaging the lifeboat during vessel-to-vessel transfers are mitigated by: 
 

• Limiting launching activities to times when the sea states are favorable. 
 
Risk of injury of personnel during launching of rescue craft: 
The personnel from the support vessel need to be lowered on a rescue craft to the water. The risk of the rescue craft falling 
from the support vessel is lower than from a platform given the relative proximity of the support vessel to water (approx. 
10 feet) compared to a typical platform (greater than 100 feet). 

 
RAM risk rating People: 

Lost Time Injury 
Heard of in Industry 

Asset: - N/A Community: - N/A Environment: - N/A 

 
This risk is mitigated by: 
 

• Maintenance of cables and hooks on rescue craft. 
• Fall protection devices fitted to rescue craft. 
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Risk of injury during personnel transfer: 
Transfer of personnel from a rescue craft or another vessel to the lifeboat in open sea has risks of personnel slipping / 
tripping potentially hitting hard surfaces, getting caught between vessels, falling in the water leading to personnel injury. 

 
RAM risk rating People: 

Lost Time Injury 
Heard of in GOM 

Asset: - N/A Community: - N/A Environment: - N/A 

 
The risk of injury during vessel-to-vessel transfers are mitigated by: 
 

• Limiting the number times that lifeboats and rescue crafts are launched. 
• Use of trained personnel fit to perform this type of activity. Note that this mitigation means that the platform’s 

personnel in charge of operating the lifeboats are not necessarily the ones performing the vessel-to-vessel transfer, 
as they may not all be able to achieve the necessary level of fitness. 

• Use of PPE – non-slip gloves, personal flotation devices, headgear. 
 

Risk of injury and damage to safety critical equipment during re-connect: 
During recovery operations after test runs, the potential exists to have failed attempts in reconnecting release hook(s), 
especially on dual-fall lifeboats. This could result in injury to personnel and/or damage to safety critical equipment while 
reconnecting from the swinging D-ring. Injuries to the hands, head, body muscle strains and damage to safety critical 
equipment are credible and have occurred. 

 
RAM risk rating People: 

Lost Time Injury 
Heard of in GOM 

Asset: 
Minor Damage to Lifeboat 
or other damage which 
may render it unusable 
until repaired 

Community: N/A Environment: N/A 

 
The risk of injury and damage to safety critical equipment during re-connect is mitigated by: 
 

• Limiting the number times that lifeboats and rescue crafts are launched. 
• Limiting launching activities to times when the sea states are favorable. 
• Use of PPE – gloves, head gear. 
• Implementing alternatives to test the equipment in the davit (in-situ) and develop personnel competency that do not 

involve launching the lifeboats to water. 
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ASSESS: 
 
The following criteria is used to assess the options: 

 
1. Operational Readiness. 

 
The effectiveness of lifeboats and rescue crafts as lifesaving devices is as strong as the readiness of the equipment to 
function, as well as the preparedness of the personnel assigned to operate this equipment in case of emergency. 
 
The lifeboat manufacturers currently certify the operational readiness of the boats by performing annual testing of the 
equipment. Alternative methods are being developed to perform the periodic testing in ways that do not require manned 
launching/retrieval of the boats. In addition, there are tests that are performed on a more frequent basis by personnel 
on the platforms to check for systems that may degrade at a higher frequency, for example – batteries and engine 
components. 
 
 
Until recently, the oil and gas producers in the GOM have relied on personnel physically boarding, lowering, launching, 
and recovering lifeboats in order to maintain the competence of the lifeboat operators and test the operational readiness 
of the equipment. Industry has partnered with training centers and training solution developers to add capability to verify 
competence of operators and passengers while lessening or eliminating the need of loading, launching, and retrieving 
boats. 

 
2. HSE Exposure to Personnel Impact: High 

 
As detailed on the risk section, exposure of personnel while launching/retrieving lifeboats and rescue craft include the 
risk of death by falling from heights as well as the risk of injury during reconnection. This risk is directly proportional to 
the number of people that are lowered/retrieved on lifeboats every year. To the extent that the frequency of 
launches/retrieval is reduced (or eliminated) is the extent that the risk of death from falling during maintenance is 
reduced (or eliminated). 

 
3. Meeting Codes and Industry Practices. Impact: High 

 
Ensuring regulatory compliance is part of our license to operate. The acceptance of any proposal to administrative 
agencies that accompanies this hazard assessment would in all likelihood equate to the idea that applicable regulations 
are met.  The Offshore Operator Committee has produced a proposed Guidance Document on alternatives to lifeboat 
launching which is consistent with keeping risks ALARP. 

 

4. Cost  Impact: Low 
 
Alternate enhanced methods for maintenance and training involves extra equipment and additional time away from 
work. This would add cost to maintenance and training compared to current practices. 
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Option Criteria 1 
Ops Readiness 
(HIGH) 

Criteria 2 
HSE Exposure 
(HIGH) 

Criteria 3 
Codes and 
Practices 
(HIGH) 

Criteria 
4 Cost 
(LOW) 

1. Launching/Retrieving 
Lifeboats with Personnel 
Inside. 

Readiness of 
equipment can 
be verified with 
periodic 
launches 

Exposure is 
proportional to 
number of 
launches. 

Meets Code. 
Equivalent 
to OOC 
proposed 
practice. 

No further 
work needed. 

2. Launching/Retrieving boat 
without personnel and 
using vessel-to-vessel 
transfers 

Readiness of 
equipment can be 
verified with 
periodic launches. 
Personnel 
readiness verified 
via alternate 
methods. 

Exposures are 
to lower 
consequence 
events, also 
proportional 
to number of 
launches 

Meets Code 
 

Equivalent 
to stated 
OOC 
Proposed 
practice 

Involves using 
additional 
vessels and 
contract 
personnel fit 
and trained for 
boat-to- boat 
transfer adding 
cost to launches. 

3. Alternate Methods of 
Assuring Seaworthiness 
and Competence 

Readiness of 
equipment and 
personnel can be 
sufficiently 
verified with 
alternate 
approaches to 
launching 

Lower exposure. Considered 
equivalent to, 
or better than, 
regulatory 
intent implied 
in 33 CFR 
146.125 

May require 
boat / davit 
modifications, 
additional 
testing 
equipment, 
more training 
time away from 
work. 

 
JUSTIFICATION FOR CHOSEN OPTION: 
 
Option 3 was selected – Proving lifeboat operational readiness and operator competency via alternative methods to launching. 
The justification is as follows: 
 

• Operational readiness can still be verified per OEM recommendations. We believe that this meets the intent of the 
regulations in 33 CFR 146.125. 

• The alternative framework in this Guidance Document easily meets the intent of 33 CFR 140.15 and will provide a 
greater degree of safety than routine launching to water with personnel on board. 

• Most importantly, the risk of personnel injury and damage to safety critical equipment is essentially eliminated. 
 
JUSTIFICATION FOR REJECTED OPTIONS: 
 
Option 1 is rejected because of the inherently higher risk exposure of lifeboat inadvertent release and fall from height to sea 
and the potential consequence of injury or death as well as the risk exposure to personnel injury and equipment damage 
while reconnecting the lifeboat hooks and falls in an unsheltered open ocean environment. There have been numerous 
fatalities in the past and most recently, which could have been avoided, in the marine and offshore oil & gas industry if not 
for this practice.  Option 2 was rejected because of the inherently higher risk exposure to personnel injury and collision 
damage to equipment due to vessel-to-vessel transfer in an unsheltered open ocean environment.   Transferring the HSE 
exposure risk is not a viable solution as it did not reduce the overall risk exposure to personnel and equipment. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
1. Perform all OEM required maintenance without lowering/recovering people in lifeboats.  
2. Continue to work with lifeboat manufacturers to develop ways to assure the operational readiness of lifeboat systems 

without requiring launching/retrieving. 
3. Look for ways to enhance the training of lifeboat crews, via the establishment of baseline and periodic training, consider 

the implementation simulator training or other training as an industry-wide effort. 
4. Look for ways to enhance the training of personnel to wear and adjust lifeboat seatbelts as well as familiarization with 

the seating configuration of the assigned lifeboat in the field. 
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