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Lifesaving Equipment

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard adopts as
final, with changes, an interim rule
published on May 20, 1996 that revises
the lifesaving equipment regulations for
U.S. inspected vessels.

DATES: This final rule is effective
November 2, 1998.

ADDRESSES: Documents as indicated in
this preamble are available for
inspection or copying at the office of the
Executive Secretary, Marine Safety
Council (G-LRA/3406), U.S. Coast
Guard Headquarters, 2100 Second Street
SW., room 3406, Washington, DC
20593-0001 between 9:30 a.m. and 2
p-m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays. The telephone number
is (202) 267-1477.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Robert Markle, Chief, Lifesaving and
Fire Safety Standards Division (G—-MSE—
4), U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters, by
e-mail at RMarkle@comdt.uscg.mil,
telephone at (202) 267-1444, or fax at
(202) 267-1069.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Regulatory History

The Coast Guard published an
advance notice of proposed rulemaking
(ANPRM) in the Federal Register on
December 31, 1984 (49 FR 50745). A
notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM)
was published in the Federal Register
on April 21, 1989 (54 FR 16196),
inviting comments on the proposed
rule. A public hearing was held to
receive comments on the proposed
rules, particularly the provisions
affecting passenger ferries. The hearing
was announced in a Federal Register
notice on October 5, 1989 (54 FR
41124), and the hearing was held in
Seattle, Washington, on October 17,
1989.

On May 20, 1996, the Coast Guard
published an interim rule entitled
“Lifesaving Equipment” in the Federal
Register (61 FR 25272). The interim rule
requested comments because the NPRM
was published more than five years
before. The Coast Guard received 34
letters commenting on the interim rule.
A public meeting was requested, and

one was held on September 25, 1996, in
Des Plaines, Illinois, to receive views on
the requirements for passenger vessels.
Notice of the public meeting was
published in the Federal Register on
August 26, 1996 (61 FR 43685). Twenty-
eight people attended the meeting and
nine presented oral comments during
the meeting. These comments
articulated the economic impacts of
implementation which differed greatly
between passenger vessels and other
commercial vessels. The Coast Guard
agreed and on February 19, 1997
published a partial suspension and
request for comments (62 FR 7360)
which delayed the need to implement
some portions of the rule, particularly
those affecting passenger vessels until
the Coast Guard could reassess the costs
and benefits to passenger vessels. The
resulting revisions are addressed in the
regulatory assessment that accompanies
this final rule. Detailed discussion of
comments received can be found under
“Discussion of Comments and
Changes.”

Background and Purpose

This project is part of the President’s
Regulatory Review Initiative to remove
Or revise unnecessary government
regulations. This project removed
numerous obsolete sections from the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and
eliminated others by consolidating the
lifesaving requirements for most U.S.
inspected vessels in the new subchapter
W in 46 CFR ch. |. Subchapter W also
replaced many prescriptive regulations
with performance-based alternatives.

You can find more detailed
background information in the preamble
of the interim rule (61 FR 25272) under
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION.

Discussion of Comments and Changes

The Coast Guard received 34
comments on the interim rule. The
comments include letters to the docket
and remarks at the public meeting.
Applicability

A number of comments indicated that
there was confusion about § 199.10,
which addresses the applicability of
Subchapter W.

In order to clarify this section, each
major paragraph within §199.10 has
been given a subject heading. In
addition, a new table, 199.10(a),
summarizes the applicability of this
section to each type of inspected vessel.

Existing Vessels

Changing Lifeboat Equipment. A
number of comments indicated
confusion about which provisions apply
to vessels constructed before the interim

rule came into effect. The comments
requested clarification on when a vessel
must be retrofitted with required
equipment.

In general, vessels constructed before
October 1, 1996 may retain the
“arrangement’’ of then existing
lifesaving equipment on the vessel,
unless the regulations specifically
require retrofit. Wording to this effect is
contained in 88 108.515(a)(3),
133.10(b)(3), and 199.10(h)(1)(iv).
Although “arrangement” was not
defined, the Coast Guard intended a
broad interpretation. For instance, it
was not intended that vessel owners
should immediately change all of the
existing lifesaving equipment markings
to the IMO symbols required under
§199.178(a), although this would
remain an option. New or additional
equipment required by this rule would
not have to be added unless specifically
required in 88108.515, 133.10 or
199.10.

Nor should owners change equipment
in existing lifeboats to the new listing in
either Table 108.575(b) or §199.175.
The new listings are intended for
modern totally enclosed or partially
enclosed lifeboats. Owners who want to
convert to the new equipment should
refer to the Coast Guard’s Navigation
and Vessel Inspection Circular (NVIC)
2-92 for guidance. NVICs can be
purchased from the National Technical
Information Service, 5285 Port Royal
Road, Springfield, VA 22161, telephone
(sales desk) (800) 553-NTIS (6847) or
(703) 605-6000, fax orders (703) 321—
8547, or E-mail
orders@ntis.fedworld.gov. NVICs are
also available on the World Wide Web
at < http://www.uscg.mil/hg/g-m/nvic/
index.htm>.

Retrofit of rescue boats on ferries. One
comment from the operator of a Great
Lakes ferry noted that Table 199.630,
together with §8§ 199.10(h)(1)(ii) and
199.202, would require a ferry on the
Great Lakes to retrofit rescue boats.

Ferries are not required to retrofit
rescue boats. Section 199.10(h)(1)(ii)
may require certain passenger vessels to
retrofit “‘survival craft”, but rescue boats
are specifically excluded from the
definition of *‘survival craft” in this
part.

Use of pooled equipment. One
comment noted that §8 199.10(d)(5) and
(i) might require an owner to upgrade
lifesaving equipment on an old ship
with a limited remaining service life,
and not allow the use of lifesaving
equipment from a pool of older
equipment salvaged from other ships.

The Coast Guard does not believe that
this will be a problem. Sections
199.10(i)(1) and (2) specifically allow
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the use of older lifeboats, davits, and
winches in cases in which the entire
lifeboat installation does not have to be
replaced. Normally, a damaged lifeboat
can be replaced without replacing the
davit and winch. The Coast Guard
believes an owner’s use of a pool of
equipment is reasonable, and that these
situations can be resolved on a case-by-
case basis, as long as there is no conflict
with SOLAS.

Permissively manned Great Lakes
barges. One comment suggested that
permissively manned Great Lakes barges
be specifically exempted from
subchapter W. These vessels were
recently required to be inspected, and
the comment stated that while these
vessels would be significantly affected
by the regulations, the owners had no
opportunity to comment on the
regulations because these barges would
not have been affected at the time the
NPRM was published.

The Coast Guard has not exempted
manned Great Lakes barges from the
regulations, however, §199.10(h)(1)(iv)
permits vessels constructed before
October 1, 1996 to retain their present
lifesaving arrangements. Most new
barges are exempt from EPIRB and
rescue boat requirements under
§199.610(a)(1). In addition § 199.20(d)
authorizes the District Commander to
grant further exemptions, if appropriate.

International Rules Applied to
Domestic Services

SOLAS rules and domestic vessels. A
number of comments suggested that the
Coast Guard was improperly applying
international or SOLAS rules to
domestic vessels.

The Coast Guard used SOLAS terms
and organization to write the regulations
in Parts B, C, and D of Subchapter W,
but did not apply all of the international
regulations to vessels in domestic
services. Parts E and F apply to vessels
in domestic services and clearly exclude
domestic vessels from international
requirements that do not apply to them.
The regulations allow vessels that meet
international standards to be used in
domestic services; however, they do not
mandate that domestic service vessels
comply with international standards.
The Coast Guard could have organized
the regulations differently by providing
completely different sections for
international and domestic services.
Though the numbers and types of
lifesaving equipment are different for
SOLAS and domestic services, many of
the basic requirements are the same.
Consequently, a separate section of
regulation for each type of domestic
service would needlessly increase the
size of subchapter W. In the past,

separate sections covering different
services have led to inconsistencies that
the Coast Guard wishes to avoid.

International voyage. One comment
objected to the definition in § 199.30 of
international voyage as applied to tank
vessels because it included voyages
between the continental United States
and Alaska or Hawaii. The comment
stated that owners should not be
required to get a SOLAS Safety
Equipment Certificate for these voyages.

The definition has not been revised. It
is consistent with current regulations for
passenger and cargo ships in 88 70.05—
10(a)(2)(iii) and 90.05-10(a)(2)(iii),
respectively, which include voyages
between the continental United States
and Alaska or Hawaii as international
voyages for the purposes of the
regulations. A comparable paragraph
does not appear in § 30.01-6(a)(2) for
tank vessels. The regulation in
subchapter W does not mean that tank
vessels on domestic voyages between
Alaska and the continental United
States now have to obtain SOLAS Safety
Equipment Certificates. It does mean
that they have to meet the same
lifesaving equipment requirements as
vessels on international voyages. An
examination of Tables 199.610(a),
199.610(c), 199.620(a), and 199.640(a),
shows that the differences between the
requirements for large tank vessels on
international voyages and those in
domestic ocean service are minimal.
However, the effect of §199.10(d)(5) on
tank vessels constructed between July 1,
1986 and October 1, 1996, that are
engaged in voyages between the
continental United States and Alaska or
Hawaii, would be to require them to
retrofit their lifesaving equipment to
meet SOLAS requirements. This was
unintended, so §199.10(d)(5) has been
revised to exclude tank vessels
constructed before October 1, 1996 that
are engaged in voyages between the
continental United States and Alaska or
Hawaii from all of the SOLAS
requirements.

Lifesaving Systems for Passenger
Vessels in Domestic Services

Inflatable buoyant apparatus. A
number of comments from operators of
passenger vessels in lakes, bays and
sounds, and river services objected to
the requirements for the carriage of
inflatable buoyant apparatus on vessels
which have never had to carry
significant quantities of lifesaving
equipment. For instance, large ferries,
accommodating as many as 5,000
persons, only had to carry a lifeboat for
36 persons. These vessels had typically
substituted two 20-person inflatable
liferafts and one or two oar-propelled

rescue boats for this lifeboat. These
operators are justifiably proud of their
excellent safety record over the past 35
years; no fatality due to a casualty has
been suffered over this period on any
inspected U.S. passenger vessel over
100 gross tons. One operator objected to
being “‘penalized” for their perfect
safety record by having to buy and
maintain needless lifesaving equipment.
A number of comments questioned the
Regulatory Assessment because it
seemed to say that over 100 people had
died in the past five years in casualties
involving passenger vessels.

Because of these objections, the Coast
Guard issued a partial suspension of the
Interim Rule on February 19, 1997, as it
applied to vessels constructed before
October 1, 1996. The Regulatory
Assessment has been revised, as
discussed more fully in the sections
titled **Assessment.” Although a few
revisions have been made to the
regulations, as discussed below, the
Coast Guard has concluded that, in
general, the regulations in the interim
rule were appropriate.

Increased lifesaving requirements. A
number of operators of passenger
vessels in lakes, bays and sounds
service, or in river service, objected to
the increased lifesaving requirements.
There were many reasons given for the
objections. One comment included an
extensive discussion of the report
“Improving Maritime Traffic Safety on
Puget Sound Waterways’’ referred to in
the NPRM. The comment argued that
the report contained so many invalid
assumptions and incorrect statements
that it could not be used as the basis for
justifying a requirement to provide
sufficient inflatable buoyant apparatus
for everyone on board ferries.
Furthermore, the comment stated the
requirement of the Coast Guard
Authorization Act of 1984 “‘to develop
improved lifesaving equipment for use
on ferries” had been met with the
development in recent years of several
new lifesaving systems and the
comment stated that the Act did not
specifically mandate that greater
quantities of lifesaving equipment be
carried.

The Coast Guard believes that
Congress intended for the Coast Guard
to make the changes necessary to
improve lifesaving equipment on ferries.
The regulations in Subchapter W make
improvements in the lifesaving systems
on ferries, but in addition, provide
alternatives for ferries and other
passenger vessels in Great Lakes
services, lakes, bays, and sounds
services, and river services.
Alternatives, developed through a safety
assessment, will allow operators to
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develop different and possibly better
ways to plan for the abandonment of a
vessel in distress.

The Coast Guard has made some
revisions to the requirements in the
interim rule. The quantity of inflatable
buoyant apparatus in cold water lakes,
bays, and sounds service has been
reduced from 100% to 67% of the
number of persons on board. Inflatable
buoyant apparatus are rated for their
open water carrying capacity. In waters
where high waves are not expected,
such as those typically found in lakes,
bays, sounds, and rivers, inflatable
buoyant apparatus can be loaded to 50%
above their rated capacity, and during
their approval testing, they are tested in
0.9 m (3 ft.) high waves to ensure that
they can be safely used in the
“overloaded” condition. Therefore, a
vessel carrying inflatable buoyant
apparatus with rated capacities totaling
67% of the persons permitted on board
can actually accommodate 100% of the
number of persons on board in water
where high waves are not expected.
Section 199.630(g) has been revised to
clarify this point.

Some operators commented that
much of the expense of meeting the
interim rule requirements would come
from hiring persons to be on board
solely for the purpose of being available
to launch and operate the inflatable
buoyant apparatus. The Coast Guard has
revised the regulations to provide for
the possibility of reducing some of the
cost impact of the additional manning
required. The Coast Guard recognizes
that some launching and embarkation
arrangements might not require a
trained person to be placed in charge of
each inflatable buoyant apparatus.
Furthermore, some vessels, especially
ferries, are sized to handle peak
passenger loads and may carry fewer
people at other times. On these trips
with lighter loads, it would not be
necessary to launch all of the survival
craft in an abandonment. Table 199.630
and §199.630 have been revised by
adding a new paragraph (l), stating that
a deck officer, able seaman, certificated
person, or person practiced in the
handling of liferafts or inflatable
buoyant apparatus is not required to be
placed in charge of each inflatable
buoyant apparatus, provided that there
is a sufficient number of such persons
on board to launch the inflatable
buoyant apparatus and supervise the
embarkation of the passengers.
Paragraph (1) also says the number of
persons on board for the purpose of
launching and operating inflatable
buoyant apparatus may be reduced
during any voyage where the vessel is
carrying less than the number of

passengers permitted on board, and the
number of such persons is adequate to
launch and operate sufficient survival
craft to accommodate everyone on
board.

46 CFR subchapter K requirements.
One comment suggested that the Coast
Guard revise subchapter W to be more
consistent with the lifesaving
requirements in 46 CFR subchapter K.
Subchapter K applies to passenger
vessels under 100 gross tons, which
carry more than 150 passengers, or have
overnight accommodations for more
than 49 passengers.

The Coast Guard does not agree with
this comment. Subchapter K vessels are
smaller and generally carry fewer
persons than those to which Subchapter
W applies, therefore presenting a lower
level of risk in the case of an accident
that would require the abandonment of
the vessel. Space and weight can be
more of a problem on these smaller
vessels than on vessels to which
Subchapter W applies. For these
reasons, no changes have been made as
a result of this comment.

Sections 199.10(h)(1)(i), (h)(1)(ii), and
(h)(1)(iii). The Coast Guard is reinstating
these sections which apply certain
Subchapter W regulations to passenger
vessels not subject to SOLAS. Section
199.10(h)(2)(i) also applies to cargo
vessels not subject to SOLAS. The
effective date of this paragraph was
October 1, 1997, before suspension of
the regulation. This date has been set
back to October 1, 1999, approximately
one year after the effective date of this
rule. The effective date for §§199.10(h)
(2)(ii) and (h)(1)(iii) has been changed to
October 1, 2003, approximately five
years after the effective date of this rule.

Survival craft exemption. One
comment stated that there was no
survival craft exemption provided for a
passenger vessel that was always close
to shore where it could discharge
passengers quickly in an emergency.
Another comment suggested that an
additional exemption from survival craft
requirements be added for vessels
which can return to shore within 15
minutes.

The Coast Guard does not agree with
the suggestion to provide a blanket
exemption for vessels which operate
close to shore. The shore may or may
not provide an appropriate place to land
persons in safety. The safety assessment
alternative in 8 199.630(f), elsewhere in
this preamble, was developed to
evaluate such situations.

Launching appliances. One comment
stated that under 8§ 199.630(d) and (e),
the Coast Guard should accept “other
safe and effective means” for boarding
survival craft on riverboats, other than

launching appliances, as in
§199.110(f)(4).

The Coast Guard believes that the
freeboard on most riverboats will be less
than 3 meters so that, under
§199.630(d)(1), launching appliances
will probably not be required. If the
freeboard is more than 3 meters, some
type of launching appliance or marine
evacuation system will be needed for
passengers. Section 199.09 allows
equivalents to be considered by the
Coast Guard.

Safety Assessment Alternative for
Passenger Vessels in Domestic Services

A number of comments raised
concerns over the Shipboard Safety
Management and Contingency Plan
alternative in § 199.630(f), for passenger
vessels in domestic service. The
alternative would allow the evacuation
arrangements for the vessel to be
determined in accordance with the plan,
which would replace the regulatory
requirement for a minimum number of
inflatable buoyant apparatus. The
concerns include: consistency of
decisions by OCMIs; the necessity for
any increase in the lifesaving equipment
requirements for these vessels; the
appeals process; and the potential
reluctance by OCMIs to approve any
deviation from the minimum required
lifesaving equipment requirements.

The Coast Guard has determined that
it is appropriate to increase the
minimum lifesaving equipment
requirements to enhance passenger and
crew safety. A detailed discussion of the
costs and benefits associated with this
requirement can be found under
“Assessment.” However, in certain
circumstances, less than the required
minimum lifesaving equipment capacity
may be appropriate because other
equipment or resources contribute to an
equally safe passenger/crew
environment. To provide a performance-
based alternative, equivalent to the
equipment requirements, a shipboard
safety assessment/safety management
plan alternative is included in the
regulations.

An approved Shipboard Safety
Management and Contingency Plan will
provide a level of safety equal to that
which would be provided by equipping
the vessel with required primary
lifesaving equipment. The plan would
be validated periodically with exercises
and drills to ensure that it provides for
effective and safe evacuation of the
vessel. A detailed discussion of the
comments follows below.

Shipboard safety assessment,
generally. Several comments raised
concerns over the shipboard safety
assessment alternative in § 199.630(f).
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One objected to the safety assessment
having to be approved by the OCMI
because over the years, the decisions of
different OCMIs would be inconsistent.
The comment suggested that objective
criteria be provided for the safety
assessment rather than the subjective
criteria listed in the paragraph.

The Coast Guard has developed
Navigation and Vessel Inspection
Circular (NVIC) 1-97, a policy
document that describes in general how
to develop shipboard safety
management plans, including
contingency plans. Contingency plans
include planning for the evacuation of
the vessel in all credible emergency
situations. The guidance in the NVIC
will make OCMI decisions more
consistent. However, the Coast Guard
recognizes that a performance-based
regulation, which is designed to allow
for flexibility, will inevitably involve
some inconsistencies and differences of
opinion. The Coast Guard and vessel
operators will need to work together to
minimize these problems. During the
five-year phase-in period of this rule,
the Coast Guard plans to hold a series
of workshops involving affected
operators and Coast Guard inspection
offices, so that through cooperation and
partnership a consistent process for
development of shipboard safety
management plans can be achieved.
Additionally, the Coast Guard plans to
use its Quality Assurance staff of
“travelling inspectors” (G-MO-1) to
participate in the development of
shipboard safety management plans to
ensure consistency of implementation
throughout the country. Furthermore,
the Coast Guard is developing criteria
for OCMIs to use in approving these
alternative plans to ensure that they
provide a level of safety at least equal
to that which would be provided by
inflatable buoyant apparatus.

The workshops will consider issues
such as the types of contingencies that
need to be planned for, the probabilities
of various types of emergencies given
the characteristics of the waterway, and
to what degree ship characteristics and
alternative equipment can substitute for
lifesaving equipment. The schedule and
details about the workshops will be
announced in a Federal Register notice.
The public workshops and agendas will
focus on local needs. Please contact Mr.
Bob Markle via either e-mail or post at
the addresses found under ADDRESSES
for more information on the workshops.

Shipboard safety management plan.
One comment stated that the shipboard
safety management plan and Navigation
and Vessel Inspection Circular 1-97 that
explains how to develop the plan,
served no purpose because the plan was

an alternative to an unnecessary
regulation.

The Coast Guard has kept the
shipboard safety management plan
alternative because it allows the
operator to develop contingency plans
based on the risks posed by their
particular operation, not based on a
prescriptive regulation.

NVIC 1-97. One comment questioned
the objective of NVIC 1-97, wondering
why it was necessary to go through a
safety assessment just to maintain the
status quo in lifesaving equipment, and
guestioning the absence of any criteria
relating to damage stability and
structural fire protection.

The objective of the safety assessment
is to define the optimal approach to
safety for a particular operating
condition. The result of a safety
assessment might be a different
lifesaving equipment arrangement or a
completely different approach to
managing abandonment of the vessel.
The Coast Guard agrees that damage
stability criteria and structural fire
protection might be considered for
future addition to the safety assessment
guidance.

Support for safety assessment. Three
comments expressed support for the
safety assessment and for NVIC 1-97,
noting that the guidance was similar to
that used for many river gaming vessels;
that it clearly spelled out the
requirements for contingency plans; and
that the NVIC would help operators
standardize their plans among their
fleets. The comment further suggested
developing a NVIC to cover the rest of
the safety assessment mentioned in
§199.630(F).

The contingency plan outlined in the
enclosure to NVIC 1-97 forms a major
part of the safety assessment. The Coast
Guard will work with the industry to
expand NVIC 1-97, and if necessary, to
provide additional guidance for
developing the safety assessment.

Appeal procedure. One comment
asked if there would be an appeal
procedure for OCMI decisions on safety
assessments under § 199.630(f).

The appeal procedures described in
46 CFR 1.03 apply in cases where an
operator does not agree with an OCMI’s
decision on a safety assessment.

Objections to shipboard safety
management plan. One comment raised
several objections to the shipboard
safety management plan alternative,
speculating that OCMIs would not risk
approving such a plan since any mishap
involving such a vessel would possibly
jeopardize their careers. The comment
also suggested that experience with
riverboat gaming vessels gave the Coast
Guard a false sense of confidence in

safety management and contingency
planning, since that industry could
spend large amounts of money to
develop such analyses in order to avoid
expensive delays in starting their
operations. The comment also noted
that there were no pass/fail criteria
established for the safety management
plan.

The Coast Guard disagrees. The
shipboard safety management plan is an
option that the vessel owner can choose
to apply or not apply.

Lifesaving systems for MODUs,
generally. Two comments stated that the
lifeboat requirement of 200% of vessel
capacity in 8108.525(a) was not
consistent with other vessel types. One
comment suggested a reduction in
lifeboats to 75% of vessel capacity and
in liferafts to 50% of vessel capacity to
be consistent with passenger ship
requirements. The comments raised the
following points:

—MODUs have evacuation plans and
are accompanied by other vessels,
precautions which passenger vessels
do not take, so lifesaving system
requirements should be adjusted
accordingly.

—OSVs require lifefloats for 100% of
vessel capacity.

—Cargo vessels require lifeboats for
200% of vessel capacity, but liferafts
for 200% of vessel capacity are
accepted on smaller vessels.

—Passenger vessels require a
combination of lifeboats and liferafts
equaling 125% of vessel capacity.

—OCS platforms require lifefloats for
100% of vessel capacity.

The Coast Guard has not revised these
regulations. Requirements vary among
vessel types because of vessel
characteristics. The ship most
comparable to a MODU in terms of fire
and explosion hazard is a tanker, which
requires fire-protected lifeboats for
200% of vessel capacity. The
requirements for MODUSs are also
consistent with the current IMO MODU
Code. The IMO MODU Code
requirements were supported by other
countries with offshore drilling
activities, and justified by their casualty
experience.

Widely separated” survival craft
stations. One comment noted that the
Coast Guard had not defined the criteria
for determining whether or not survival
craft stations were “‘widely separated”
as the term is used in 8 108.525(a)(1). If
survival craft cannot be widely
separated only 100% capacity in fire-
protected lifeboats is required, rather
than 200%, since spare lifeboat capacity
cannot be provided at a different
location. The comment noted that on
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triangular rigs the normal survival craft
positions would not be widely
separated.

The Coast Guard agrees with the
comment and has added a definition of
“widely separated locations” to
§107.111.

Lifeboat orientation and location. One
comment suggested that the second
sentence of § 108.550(f)(3) be replaced
with a sentence from the IMO MODU
Code. The second sentence of
§108.550(f)(3) says, “The location and
orientation of each lifeboat must be such
that the lifeboat is either headed away
from the unit upon launching, or can be
turned to a heading away from the unit
immediately upon launching.” The
sentence from the MODU Code says,
“‘Consideration should be given to the
location and orientation of the survival
craft with reference to MODU design
such that clearance of the unit is
achieved in an efficient and safe manner
having due regard to the capabilities of
the survival craft.”

The Coast Guard does not agree with
the comment and has made no revision.
The IMO MODU Code sentence is not
sufficient for meaningful
implementation. The second sentence of
§108.550(f)(3) captures the Coast
Guard’s interpretation of the intent of
the IMO MODU Code requirement.

Use of certain terms. Two comments
stated that the term “‘escape’ in
§8§108.540(h) (3) and (4) was misleading
because it has other connotations. One
of the comments suggested using the
term “embarkation” instead of
“‘escape.” Two comments noted the use
of the term “approved’ in
§108.540(h)(3) did not appear to mean
“approved by the Commandant” as that
term is defined in §107.111. A
suggested revision was to indicate the
approval of the OCML.

The suggested revisions improve
clarity and have been made.

Escape time requirement. Three
comments indicated that the 10 minute
escape time in 8§ 108.540(h)(3) seemed
difficult, because some of the items
listed, such as controlled escape
devices, can only handle a few people
in that time. Since these devices
generally replace ladders, which have
relatively slow evacuation times, the 10
minute escape time could imply that the
alternate means of escape should
actually be better than the device it
replaces.

The Coast Guard agrees with the
comments and has revised the section to
require that the alternate means of
escape have at least the same capacity
as the device which it replaces.

Ladder-cage requirement. Three
comments suggested eliminating the

requirement in § 108.540(h)(3) for cages
around ladders in areas subject to wave
action, or where the ladder is inside the
lattice legs of a jackup unit.

The Coast Guard agrees and has
revised the section.

Training and Drills

Training and drill requirements,
generally. Several comments pointed
out that not all the training and drill
requirements in §199.180 were
appropriate for vessels in domestic
services. For instance, one comment
pointed out that training in the use of
firemen’s outfits was not necessary for
vessels in river service that don’t carry
firemen’s outfits, and that the
equipment should not be required to be
carried just for training purposes.
Another comment stated that
hypothermia training was not needed on
rivers.

The Coast Guard agrees in principle.
Training in hypothermia would be
beneficial to those on river service in
cold climates. However, the same level
of training would not necessarily be
needed as the training required for
vessels in ocean service. Training in the
use of equipment that the vessel is not
required to carry is not required. Table
199.620(a) has been revised to add a line
referring to §199.180. A new section,
§199.620(p), has been added to clarify
that training and drills do not need to
cover equipment and subjects not
required for the vessel’s service.

The Coast Guard has not, as one
comment suggested, exempted river
vessels from a requirement for passenger
safety briefings. Passengers need to
receive appropriate instructions on what
to do in an emergency regardless of the
service the vessel is engaged in.

Emergency duties on MODUs. Two
comments suggested revisions to the
MODU regulations to reflect the fact that
industrial personnel, as well as crew
members, can be assigned emergency
duties.

The Coast Guard agrees with the
comments and has revised
§§108.901(b), (b)(6), (b)(6)(ix), (b)(6)(x),
and (7) and 109.213(b), (c)(2), (d)(5), and
(h)(2)(iv) to include industrial personnel
in the emergency duties.

Emergency lighting. One comment
suggested revising § 109.213(d)(6) to
clarify that the emergency lighting to be
tested during a drill on a MODU is only
that lighting which is powered from a
battery source so that an emergency
generator does not need to be started.

The Coast Guard has not revised the
paragraph. The requirement is only to
test the lighting. It is not intended or
implied that the emergency generator
must be started for this purpose. The

lighting may be tested using the main
power source.

Immersion suits. Two comments
suggested revising § 109.213(d)(7) to
require wearing an immersion suit
during drills once every three months
rather than once a month to prevent
undue wear.

The Coast Guard agrees with the
comment and has revised this section as
well as a similar provision in
§199.180(d)(11).

Emergency fuel and ventilation
shutdowns. Seven comments stated that
operation of emergency fuel and
ventilation shutdowns during fire drills
required in §109.213(f)(2)(vii) is unsafe
and would require shutdown of the
well. Two of the comments suggested
that this be done only once every six
months.

The Coast Guard agrees with the
comments and has revised the section.
This is a drill and training requirement
and only simulation of the operation of
these controls is necessary. The Coast
Guard does not intend for the well to be
shut down for this purpose.

Familiarization and basic training.
Two comments on § 109.213(g) stated
that familiarization and basic training
are elements of STCW (International
Convention for Training, Certification
and Watchkeeping of Seafarers of 1978,
as amended) and should not be covered
in this rulemaking.

This section does not require
familiarization or basic training. It
requires on board training in the
particular systems used on the MODU.
It is an extension of the drill
requirement and does not overlap the
basic training covered by the STCW
Convention.

Liferaft inflation. Three comments
indicated that inflating of liferafts every
4 months for training purposes under
§109.213(g)(5), posed objectionable
costs and logistics. The comments stated
that these small cost items along with
the costs of other (unspecified) changes
add up; questioned whether this had
been evaluated in light of STCW
training requirements; stated that it was
not accounted for in Regulatory
Assessment; and asserted that the
necessary objectives could be achieved
by lowering a dummy weight.

This regulation has been evaluated in
light of the 1995 Amendments to the
STCW Convention and the
implementing regulations (published on
June 26, 1997 at 62 FR 34506). As a
result the final rule was drafted so that
the two regulations are consistent. A
training raft can be a “‘condemned” raft
inflated by compressed air, in which
case costs of compliance should be
minimal. A dummy weight does not
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accomplish the objective of the training.
The final rule continues to require the
use of an inflated raft ‘“whenever
practicable.”

Rescue Boats

Weight of the rescue boat. One
comment noted that § 199.630(i) does
not mention that 46 CFR 160.056 limits
the weight of the rescue boat to 100 kg
(225 1b), and wondered if that included
the outboard motor. The comment also
questioned whether or not the boat
would have a maximum horsepower
plate.

The 100 kg (225 Ib) limit does not
include the motor. Unless the boat is
intended by its manufacturer to be
solely for commercial use, it will have
a maximum horsepower plate under 33
CFR 183.25. No revision has been made
to the regulations as a result of this
comment.

Powered winches. One comment
suggested that river boats be exempt
from the requirement for powered
winches to lower their rescue boats
since they presently use hand winches
or gravity.

The Coast Guard agrees with the
comment. Section 199.640(h)(2) has
been revised to specifically permit
rescue boats that are launched without
personnel on board the rescue boat to
have manually-powered winches.

Repairs to rescue boats. Two
comments suggested revising
§109.301(g)(4) to indicate that repairs to
the inflatable chambers of rescue boats,
rather than all repairs, had to be made
at an approved servicing facility.

The Coast Guard agrees that the
comment reflected the intent of the
paragraph and has revised it
accordingly. The Coast Guard has also
revised a similar provision in
§199.190(qg)(4).

Launching Appliances for Survival
Craft and Rescue Boats

Safety factors. One comment noted
the requirements for safety factors for
falls and structural attachments of
launching equipment in §8 199.150(e)
and 199.153(c) were based on the
ultimate tensile strength of the material.
The comment pointed out that such
safety factors were appropriate for mild
steel components, but might not be
appropriate, or might even be
inadequate, for structural attachments
made of materials other than mild steel
or which are subjected to complex
combinations of stresses. The comment
suggested permitting the use of more
sophisticated failure criteria as an
alternative. In addition, the comment
suggested requiring or recommending
that sea forces be considered in the

design of the attachments of the
launching equipment rather than simply
using safety factors based on static
loads.

The Coast Guard agrees in principle
with the comment, but no change has
been made at this time. Launching
systems for survival craft are
constructed almost exclusively of mild
steel, as are the decks to which they are
secured. Other materials, such as
aluminum or composites, are not
generally used on vessels to which
subchapter W applies. Should such a
special construction be proposed,
however, the Coast Guard believes it has
allowed an adequate means to evaluate
alternatives under § 199.09. The static
safety factors are based on SOLAS
requirements and, while the Coast
Guard agrees that it would be better to
consider the dynamic forces, there have
been no guidelines developed nor
recommendations made on how to do
this. Even if it is less than optimal, the
static force safety factor standard as
proposed in the regulations has proven
to be successful over the years.

Winch drum. One comment requested
a clarification of the requirement in
§199.153(f) that each winch drum
should be arranged so the fall winds
onto the drum in a level wrap. The
comment noted that this was not a
SOLAS requirement, and wanted to
know if the requirement was intended
to prohibit winch drums designed for
more than one layer of wire rope.

The requirement is not intended to
prohibit winch drums accommodating
more than one layer of wire rope. Itis
intended to prevent designs that allow
the wire rope to wind unevenly or
tangle. Such designs will not meet the
SOLAS requirement for falls to wind
onto the drums at an even rate. Section
199.153(f) has been revised to indicate
that one or more level wraps of wire
rope are permitted.

Manning of Survival Craft

Able seamen and certified persons.
Three comments stated that wages for
able seamen and certified persons are
expensive and not presently required on
river vessels. They requested an
alternative to the requirement in
§199.100(b).

The Coast Guard agrees with the
comment and has added an alternative
to Table 199.620, and added a new
§199.620(0) to allow deckhands to
operate and launch survival craft on
river vessels.

Great Lakes manning. One comment
suggested that persons practiced in the
handling of liferafts or inflatable
buoyant apparatus be specifically
permitted to be placed in charge of such

survival craft on ferries operating on the
Great Lakes. Currently the OCMI has
discretion to approve uncertificated
persons as provided in § 199.100(c)(1).
The comment explained that it was
difficult to find such qualified persons
for seasonal employment on Great Lakes
ferry operations.

The Coast Guard has not adopted the
suggestion to remove the OCMI’s
discretion on permitting persons other
than certificated persons to be placed in
command of liferafts or inflatable
buoyant apparatus. Since there are no
standards for the proficiency of such
persons, the OCMI must be satisfied
with the overall safety of the operation
before allowing uncertificated persons
to be placed in charge of liferafts or
buoyant apparatus.

Lifeboat second-in-command. One
comment suggested that the person
designated second-in-command of a
lifeboat under §199.100(d), on a ferry
operating on the Great Lakes, not be
required to be a deck officer, able
seaman, or certificated person
(lifeboatman). Instead, the second-in-
command could be a person practiced
in the handling of lifeboats. The
comment explained that it was difficult
to find such qualified persons for
seasonal employment on Great Lakes
ferry operations. The person making the
comment was concerned that the
operator of a seasonal ferry service
might be tempted to substitute less
effective lifesaving equipment for the
lifeboats in order to limit the number of
certificated persons required on the
vessel.

The Coast Guard agrees with the
comment and has added the alternative
to Table 199.630, and added a new
§199.630(n) applying to vessels in Grea