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letters
A lifeboat solution?
Lifeboats have always formed an integral
part of vessels’ lifesaving appliances. My
mind goes back to the days of wooden
boats, radial davits, manila rope three fold
falls rove through ‘clump’ blocks, sails,
oars, ‘hard tack’ biscuits, tanks of water,
condensed milk, bailers and buckets and
other paraphernalia. These vessels and
boats were manned by proud, professional
seamen who took a pride in their
profession and their ability to live in
comfort with the sea and the problems they
would encounter on a voyage.

Now here we are inundated with very
large vessels plying the seas and oceans of
accountants and commercial people
inundating and stifling any thought or
independent views. Legislation was brought
in requiring lifeboats to be launched using
what is confusedly termed ‘on-load hooks’.

These hooks are inherently dangerous,
and such danger has been demonstrated in
reports, pictures and discussions over a long
period. Various designs have been tried in
order to comply with the existing rules and
regulations relating to lifeboat launching: I
am told that there are something like 100
different designs being evaluated at present.
By whom or where is uncertain, but one
thing is sure: those 100 designs will still be
based on the unchanged legislation that is
currently in force.

What I am about to propose does not
comply with legislation laid down by IMO
or contained within the latest Solas
agreement, as it is not designed as an ‘on
load’ hook but acts as a positive release
when assisted by the buoyancy of the boat
itself. The fact that it does not comply with
the latest Solas agreements may be an
issue but instead of carrying on killing
seafarers at what appears to be an
increasing rate, should we not consider
forcing a change in these rules and
regulations?

Reduced manning and, perhaps, a lack
of ‘seamanship awareness’ among today’s
multinational crews dictate that equipment
– particularly that to be used in emergency
conditions – must be simple and foolproof,
needing minimum maintenance and with a
modus operandi that is easily understood.

waterborne the weight on the hook is
reduced by the buoyancy factor of the boat.

With the spring no longer under tension
it retracts and the hook assumes the
attitude shown in Figure 2. The boat is
now clear of the falls and is independent of
the mother vessel. To recover the boat, the
spring is detached from the hook by simply
unhooking from the clevis ‘D’ which allows
it to hang vertically again ready for re-
connection to the boat.

Once the boat is re-stowed in its chocks
the spring ‘B’ can easily be reconnected to
clevis ‘D’.

Comments/suggestions would be
welcome, and I point out that I have no
commercial interest in this – only the
safety of crew and passengers.

It is a simplified concept – the outcome
of several years of thought and discussion.
In presenting this concept it is important
to stress that the details are not definitive
and the drawings are not to scale.

Ideally, the fittings should be of alloy
steel (of the approved calculated strength
and dimensions). Construction should be
of a ‘tight fit’ design obviating the need for
a machine finish and affording ease of
maintenance and facilitating visual
examination.

Operational description
Figure no 1 shows the status of the system
when the lifeboat is resting in its chocks
through to the time it is lifted from the
chocks, lifted outboard, manned and then
lowered to the water. The spring ‘B’ is in
tension all the time, kept that way by the
imposed weight of boat, crew and
passengers.

Immediately the boat becomes

▲ Figure 1: Load of lifeboat on hook
A Davit fall attachment
B Spring of approved load-bearing design value
C Body of lifting device
D Clevis hook for spring attachment
E Main swivel type lifting hook
F Vertical direction of load.

▲ Figure 2: Lifeboat buoyant; load released from
hook

Maintenance
Operation is, I submit, uncomplicated and
immediately apparent. The whole system is
virtually maintenance free and does not
require human intervention for operation.
All parts should be of alloy steel of adequate
strength with approved safety factors
applied to all parts commensurate with the
safety factors for the davits and falls.

There are no parts in the system that
should require type approval from any
classification society or approval body.
Close machine finishes are not required
thus removing the need for planned
maintenance and unwanted reporting
systems.

Conclusion
In December 2007, the prestigious UK P&I
Club drew attention to a study carried out
by the United Kingdom’s MCA Research
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Project 555, which was a study into the
safety of davit-mounted, side launching
ships’ lifeboats and their launching
systems. The primary objective of the
study was to make proposals for measures
to improve the hardware performance of
lifeboats and contribute to the prevention
of accidents. [See pp 6-7: Editor]

Based upon the foregoing I commend
my proposal to your professional attention
and would welcome comment. Almost
certainly, what is proposed does not
comply with current legislation (the ‘failed’
legislation) but I submit that its adoption
will put an end to the slaughter of
seafarers resulting from their being
compelled to use unsafe equipment.

Captain Peter Donoclift FNI, Alicante,
Spain

Lifeboat training kit
In view of recurring accidents with lifeboat
release mechanisms, and the fact that
improved designs are not likely to be retro-
fitted on the vast majority of ships, I
propose that manufacturers be required to
provide each ship with a training kit
consisting of the following:
● a release handle with linkage to a
sample lifeboat hoisting hook, all mounted
on a portable table, with a part canopy and
door, if appropriate;
● a replica lower block, complete with
lifting ring, reeved with a short length of
wire rope that can be secured at a
convenient height; and
● a video clip demonstrating correct
operation. 

The ship’s crew can then be regularly
and safely trained. For greater realism,
releasing and re-engaging of hooks can be
practised to perfection when the vessel is
moving in a seaway.

If this training kit is provided, perhaps
IMO can ease the three-monthly lifeboat
launch requirement to perhaps twice a
year, as on fast turnaround container and
ro-ro vessels, I rarely had the opportunity
or sea state to safely conduct this drill.

Captain Shridhar Nivas MNI, Mumbai,
India

Green to green
In Captain Hadnett’s otherwise excellent
article, ‘A bridge too far?’ (Seaways,
January 2008) he suggests that
watchkeepers should not agree to green to
green passings. Perhaps unintentionally,
in his next sentence, he gives the
impression that such agreements would
contravene the Colregs.

In fact, if a green to green passing
exists, the Colregs do not apply, but it still
makes sense (and good seamanship) to
ensure, whenever possible, that both ships
see the situation as a safe green to green
passing. The danger arises if one ship sees
a green to green passing and the other ship
sees a nearly end-on encounter requiring
an alteration of course to starboard.

There is no contravention of the Colregs
in agreeing an existing green to green
passing. Prior to 1977, the Colregs made it
perfectly clear that the then rule for
steamships meeting end-on ‘does not
apply... when the green light of one vessel
is opposed to the green light of the other...’
This statement was specifically included in
the Colregs to discourage a ship from
giving away a safe green to green passing
by altering course across the bows of an
approaching ship.

As to how an agreement might be
reached, for many years before the advent
of VHF, ships in US inland waterways used
whistle signals for this purpose, with great
benefit. A vessel proposing a red to red
passing makes one short blast, to be
answered by one short blast from the other
ship, if accepting. A vessel proposing a
green to green passing makes two short
blasts, to be answered by two short blasts
by the other ship, if accepting.

It is of interest that these signals were
proposed for international use by Captain
Farwell (US Coast Guard) when changes
to the Colregs were considered at the 1948
London Conference on Safety of Life at
Sea. A shame, perhaps, that his proposal
was not accepted. However, I would not
criticise anyone for using VHF to confirm
an existing green to green (or a red to red)
passing provided the identities of the
communicating ships are established with
certainty. Apart from anything else, I have
done it myself.

John Kemp ExC, PhD, FRIN, FNI,
Arundel, Sussex, UK

Canals and waterways
I am writing to inform you that an
international conference on safety and
operations in canals and waterways is
being held at the University of Strathclyde,
Glasgow on 15 to 16 September 2008.

The Conference Director is Kamlesh
Varyani of the Department of Naval
Architecture and Marine Engineering, I am
a member on the International Scientific
Committee. I am also a member of The
Nautical Institute and as such, I believe we
as seafarers can provide some very
positive practical input on our knowledge

and experience to a committee which is
biased towards the academic side of life,
with many doctors and professors but few
merchant seafarers. 

The objectives of the conference are to
start addressing the significant challenges
associated with the analysis, design and
implementation of appropriate manage-
ment for safety and operations on canals
and waterways by bringing together the
operators, regulators, mariners and
coastguard agencies. The three specific
aims are;
1. To provide technical solutions to
problems within this industry;
2. To provide an open forum for the
exchange of information and views on
safety and operations of traffic in canals
and waterways using improved computer
based training; and
3. To provide sustainable solutions to
problems connected with canals and inland
waterways in connection with pollution
and environmental protection.

Currently the proposed session themes
are: canal and inland waterway accident
management systems; planning and
management of river corridors; regulations
for river vessels and river laws; charging
and pricing of inland waterways;
operations of tugs around big ships; ship
interaction with quays, river banks, bends
and obstacles, squat; ship-ship interaction,
moored and steaming, mooring line forces;
human and physical behavioural
components in collision and grounding
incidents; inland waterway oil spills; towing
operations including push/pull; and tug-
tanker simulator training and development.

We can see from this that there are
many subjects which are of interest to
members of the Institute from our practical
experiences of working in these areas –
after all, most sea passages start or end
with a canal or waterway transit. We can
further look at the recent loss of a tug on
the Clyde as an example of where a planned
operation has tragically not ended as
expected. We are lucky in the Institute to
have an excellent range of depth and
experience where we can contribute
positively to this conference.

For more details on the conference 
see www.strath.ac.uk/media/media_
81314_en.pdf

I am happy to take any queries or
whatever on the seminar at
charles.mawer@tesco.net and indeed I will
be reviewing previous Seaways and MARS
reports for common problem themes in the
above areas. 

Captain Charlie Mawer MNI,
Greenock, Scotland
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