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1. Introduction 
Dated 21st. of January 2006 at 11:20 o’clock (UTC+1h) a very serious casualty 
happened with Port Life- and Rescue Boat of MT “OLIVER JACOB“ during abandon ship 
drill acc. to SOLAS, Chapter III, Reg. 19.3.3.3. Two Officers died and one crew member 
is injured. 
At this time the vessel is staying at anchorage, 4 nm WNW of Kome-Kribi, FSO-Terminal, 
Cameroon. 

 
 
2. Description of accident 
The encl. description of this very serious casualty is based on official statements in the 
report no. Pol-10RK 5SE of German Embassy in Yaounde / Camaroon and from report of 
owner Ernst Jacob GmbH & Co KG. 
Acc. to this reports the casualty happens as follows: 
First the boat laden with inventory but without persons inside has swung out and lowered 
down to abt. two meters above water level. Next the boat has been hoisted again to deck 
level, embarked by three persons under command of 3. Officer and lowered in Water. 
Here the hoisting hooks has been released under OFF-load condition. The boat has been 
manoeuvred around the vessel. Next the boat has been manoeuvred again under davit 
system, davit falls have been connected to the boat’s hoisting hooks and the boat has 
been hoisted up into stowing position and finally secured by lashing. 
Next the boat has been cleaned up by 3.Officer and AB (able-bodied-seaman). They 
noticed that safety pin of central release gear in the boat is not in correct position and 
informed 1.Officer about this. 1.Officer has decided to swing out and lower down the boat 
again, seated by three persons, to solve the problem with the safety pin. 
After boat has been swung out davit fall removes from the forward hook following by 
removing from the aft hook. Boat is falling down over abt. 18 m and hits the water 
surface with forward canopy area. Boat is swimming in a capsized position. 
The AB is able to deliver himself through forward inspection hatch. 1.Offizier und  
3.Offizier die in the boat. 

 
 
3. Actions for securing of evidence  
Employees of Federal Bureau of Maritime Casualty Investigation (BSU) supervise the 
delivery of the Boat, which has to be investigated, in Port Jefferson at Long Island, USA. 
The investigation of boat and dismantling of parts which have to be tested later on in 
Germany have been carried out in a workshop nearby. 
They have been assisted by a specialist of US Coast Guard. The investigation on board of 
the tanker „Oliver Jacob“ has been carried out at anchorage near Long Island/USA. The 
affected crew members on board have been asked about the casualty. The starboard 
lifeboat has been inspected. 
Hoisting hooks, central release gear, hydrostatic securing with channel have been send 
to Germany. 
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4. Order 
 
Investigation and testing of central release mechanism 
to determine reasons of casualty with following priorities: 

A. Investigation of correct technical condition of central 
release mechanism  

B. Description of how the accident happened and the causes 
C.  Improvement proposals  
D. Safety recommendations   
 
 

5. Particulars of boat: 
 
Type:    HDL 71 CF, combined Life- 

and Resue Boat 
    Base of design: former Netherlands  

Manufacturer MULDER & RIJKE  
(Successors Manufacturer: UMOE SCHAT HARDING) 

Original Manufacturer: HYUNDAI PRECISION & IND. CO. LTD., Korea 
Successors Manufacturer:  HYUNDAI LIFEBOATS Co., LTD., Korea 
Certificate:   D.N.V. Nr. ULN-98-1001 (see Appendix No. 1) 
Serial No.:   E-98-32-546 
Length:   7,10 m 
Breadth:   2,40 m 
Number of Persons:  32   
Year of Building:  1998 
Type of Release Mechanism:TITAN TG 354 
 

 
 

Figure 1:  
Starboard Lifeboat  
Type HDL 71 CF on vessel 
MT „OLIVER JACOB“ 
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6. Specification of  release mechanism: 
Central release disengaging gear consisting of one forward hoisting hook and one aft 
hoisting hook. 
Both hoisting hooks are connected by each one release cable to central release gear 
With this Central release gear both hooks can be released simultaneously. 
 
The design allows two load possibilities for releasing: 

1. OFF-LOAD:  Boat is afloat in the water 
2. ON-LOAD:  Boat is hanging in davit-falls 

 
A hydrostatic securing device (INTERLOCK) shall prevent unintentional release, if the 
boat is hanging in the davit falls above the water. 
 
Principal scheme see Figure 4. 
 
Typ:   TITAN TG 354 
 
Manufacturer:  WILLIAM MILLS (MARINE) LTD 
                         Manor Road 
   Levenshulme 
   Manchester M19 3EJ 
   United Kingdom (UK) 
 

 
 

Figure 2:  
Manufacturer - Sign Plate 
of aft hoisting hook  
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Successors Manufacturer: Umoe Schat Harding Ltd. 
   Mumby Road 
   Gasport 
   Hampshire, PO12 1AE 
    United Kingdom (UK) 
 
Max. Load:  3 Ton / Hoisting hook 
 
Year of Building: 1998 
 
Certificate:  A stamp of classification society or national authority could not  

be found on the aft and forward hook. 
Therefore the certification of the hooks is covered by boats 
certification procedure. 
In boat certificate (Appendix No. 1.) hook is confirmed as part of  
boat. Classification Society D.N.V. confirms that a hoisting hook  
type approval certificate of Lloyds Register of Shipping  
(Appendix No. 17) was the base of issuing boat certificate. This  
release mechanism type approval certificate has been issued by  
Lloyds Register dated 18.11.1997. 
A valid release mechanism type approval certificate from D.N.V.  
didn’t exist at date of issuing boat certificate. 

 
Successors Type-Approval:  

No. MED 0350311. Issued by Lloyd’s Register  
(MED Notified Body No. 0038) dated 26.11.2003 

Figure 3:  
Manufacturers - Sign Plate of 
forward hoisting hook  
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Figure 4: Principal description of the system:  
„TITAN“ OPERATION MANUAL (WITH INDICATORS) issue 1- SEPTEMBER 1997 
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6.1. Description of central release unit: 
Schematic 3-D diagram in the theoretical completely safe position: 

   

Release Handle 

Flap of Hydrostatic Securing 
Device 

Safety pin 

Aft Operating Quadrant  
 

Forward Operating 
Quadrant 

Aft Release Cable 

Forward Release 

Release Cable from Hydrostatic 
Pressure Box  

Direction of Release 

Leading pin 

Foundation Plate 

  Direction of Arrest 
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6.2. Description of hoisting hooks: 
Schematic 3-D diagram in the theoretical completely safe position using the forward 
hoisting hook as an example: 

 
 

 

Figure 5:  
View of forward release hook 
from portside with hook und 
release bolt. 
 
 

Figure 6:  
View of forward hook from 
starboard with lever for 
manual reset. 
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7. Summary of the results 
 
The undersigned carried out the tests and investigations on the central release 
mechanism of the port life- and rescue boat in the Institute for Material Science and 
Welding Technology in Hamburg. The firms and authorities involved were able to 
witness the tests. 
The accident investigations carried out in this expert opinion can be summarised as 
follows: 
The central release mechanism was not in a serviceable condition at the time of the 
accident. Primarily the aft release cable which was not correctly adjusted made it 
impossible for the safety pin to protect the central release mechanism.  
Further secondary causes facilitated the accident and led to an automatic release of 
the hoisting hook about 18 m above the water line. 

- Automatic release of both hoisting hooks due to the wear on the hooks, which 
was due to a lack of maintenance. 

- The hydrostatic protection against unintended release could not be effective 
because the aft release cable was out of alignment. 

- Misleading and inadequate lettering on the operating components of the central 
release mechanism. 

- Missing manufacturer’s handbooks for operating, maintenance and training for 
the central release mechanism. 

- Non-use of the HANGING-OFF PENDANTS. 
The crew of the boat may have been under the impression that in spite of the fact that 
the safety pin was not completely inserted the central release mechanism was in such 
a state that it was possible to safely lower and raise the boat. 
At the same time that the 5 year test was carried out in 2004 under the supervision 
of the classification authority DET NORSKE VERITAS the central release mechanism 
was maintained by the firm TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte. Ltd, Singapore. Since the staff of 
this firm were not at that time authorised to carry out maintenance on this 
mechanism it is possible that the maintenance work was counter productive and 
consequently a cause for the aft pulley block being out of alignment. 
Due to the completely unsuitable operating and maintenance handbook for the 
lifeboats and rescue boats the ships management could not recognise the defective 
maintenance and safety condition of the central release mechanism. 
 
As the result of this investigation, improvement proposals have been put forward for 
the successor of the manufacturer UMOE SCHAT HARDING LTD., the classification 
authority DET NORSKE VERITAS, the INTERNATIONAL MARITIME ORGANIZATION 
(IMO) and the firm TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte. Ltd. These are given in Chapter C.  
 
In Chapter D safety recommendations are given for ships at sea.  
 
The question of why the boat remained capsized in the water after the crash was not 
the object of the investigation contract. According to the regulations the flooded and 
capsized boat must right itself again automatically.  
 
This investigation has been carried out to the best of the undersigned’s knowledge and 
belief. 
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A.  Tests and Investigations 
 
A.1. Laboratory 
The tests and investigations have been carried out in laboratory: 
Institute for Material Science and Welding Technology   
Berliner Tor 13 
D-20099 Hamburg 
Certificate no. DAP-PL-2948.00 of laboratory (Appendix No. 2). 
Parts which have to be investigated have been handed over to laboratory acc. to 
confirmation dated 07.03.2006 (Appendix No. 3) 

 
A.2. Arrangement of Tests 
The parts have been assembled dated 22.03.2006 as follows: 

1. forward release cable / central release unit connected to forward hoisting hook 
2. aft release cable / central release unit connected to aft hoisting hook 

Remark: length of release cables didn’t have been changed. Screws for cable length 
adjustment have been marked in original position. 
 

 

Figure 7:  
Forward hoisting hook: 
Assembly of release cable to 
release lever arm of forward 
hoisting hook. 
Marking of release cable length: 
This has been marked prior 
dismantling. 
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Next in laboratory operation cable has been mounted from hydrostatic pressure box to 
central release unit. Original length adjustment didn’t has been changed during 
assembly. The hydrostatic pressure cell has been assembled vertically with a 
transparent filling pipe for measurement of water level. 
  

 
 
Forward and aft hoisting hook has been connected by there original foundations to 
test foundation structure. Tensile forces are directed into aft and forward hoisting 
hook under vertical direction by one hydraulic piston with a transverse beam and 
long links. 

 

Figure 9:  
Test Arrangement: 
Test foundation structure 
with hoisting hooks, 
release cables, 
hydrostatic pressure cell 
und central release unit. 
Release cables are 
directed on top of 
foundation structure with 
generous radius between 
the elements.  
 

Figure 8:  
Hydrostatic pressure 
cell with transparent 
filling pipe: 
Distance between 
lowest point of flange 
of hydrostatic pressure 
box and lowest point of 
boat keel is abt.  317 
mm. Draught of boat: 
abt 423 mm at this 
measurement point 0.  



Sachverständigenbüro Dipl.-Ing. Jan Hatecke 

 
 

MARINE CONSULTANT 

14    Report No.  2006-05/e   MT “OLIVER JACOB”  

 
Central release unit is mounted to test foundation structure. Release load at release 
handle will be measured by tensile force transducer. The rotary angle measurements 
in release handle as well as in the forward and aft hoisting hooks have been carried 
out optically with the help of a angle disc. 
 

  
 
Further information’s to laboratory technique and test arrangement  
see Test Report No. K 269-2006 (Appendix No. 5) 

Figure 10:  
Central release unit: 
Mounted to test 
foundation structure. 
Damaged safety cover 
of hydrostatic securing 
flap has been turned 
down during these 
tests. 
The safety cover has 
been damaged by 
interior parts of the 
boat during accident. 
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A.4. Tests 
 
Date:   20.04.2006 
    
Time:   09:00 – 15:15 
 
Persons present:   Attendance list to Appendix No. 4 
 
Test Report of Institute for Material Science and Welding Technology see Appendix  
No. 5 

 

Test 
No. 

Tests Result / Remark 

1.1.  
 
 
 
 
1.1.1. 
  
 
 
1.1.2.  
 
 
1.1.3.  
 
 
1.1.4. 
 
1.1.5. 

Release at very small tensile 
load of abt. 0,52 KN per 
hoisting hook. 
(condition: boat afloat)  
 
Simultaneous release? 
 
 
 
Release angle of forward hoisting 
hook release bolt: 
 
Release angle of hoisting hook 
release bolt aft: 
 
Release angle of release handle: 
 
Tensile release force of release 
handle: 

 
 
 
 
 
Forward hook releases first.  
After detailed investigation:  also aft 
hoisting hook has been released 
 
68,5° 
 
 
68,5° 
 
 
53° 
 
114,8 N 
 

1.1.b Repeat of tests no. 1.1 Confirmation of results of test no.  
1.1.1. -1.1.5  

1.2. 
 
 
 
1.2.1. 

Manually reset of forward 
hoisting hook into fully secured 
position 
 
Is it possible to secure release 
handle at central release unit fully? 

Acc. to instruction plate LB 34i: forward 
hoisting hook release bolt is turned back 
to fully reset position. Manual reset lever 
is turning back. 
A fully securing at central release unit is 
possible. 
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1.3.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.3.1. 

Manually reset of aft hoisting 
hook into fully secured position 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Is it possible to fully secure release 
handle at central release unit? 

Acc. to instruction plate LB 34i: aft 
hoisting hook release bolt is turned back 
to fully reset position. Manual reset lever 
is turning back. 

 
 

 
A fully securing at central release unit is 
not possible. It is not possible to turn 
the aft operating quadrant (right washer 
in Figure 12) in the fully aft position for 
fully securing by safety pin. 
Right leading pin of release handle 
Has contact to aft operating quadrant 
causing friction to it. 
 
Release handle is in more or less 
secured and arrested position but a fully 
securing with safety pin can not be 
done. Safety pin can only be stick in 
partly. 
 

 
 
 fig. 12 

Figure 11 



Sachverständigenbüro Dipl.-Ing. Jan Hatecke 

 
 

MARINE CONSULTANT 

17    Report No.  2006-05/e   MT “OLIVER JACOB”  

 
1.4.  
 
1.4.1.  
 
 
 
1.4.1.1  
 
 
 
 
 
1.4.1.2 

Investigation of hydrostatic 
lock system  
Water level 100 mm above 
hydrostatic pressure cell  
Draught of boat abt. 523 mm 
 
Angel of opening of hydrostatic 
securing flap? 
 
 
 
 
Is it possible to release the hoisting 
hooks by central release unit? 

 
 
Movement causing from hydrostatic pressure 
cell at the release lever can not be 
recognised. 
 
1,5° 
The hydrostatic securing flap partially has 
contact with the not fully returned aft 
operating quadrant (acc. to test no. 1.3.1) 
and to the fork-head of aft release cable. 
(Figure  13)  
Yes, because hydrostatic securing flap could 
not be fully secured prior launching into 
water. 

 
 
 

1.4.2.  
 
 
1.4.2.1  
 
1.4.2.2 

Water level 200 mm above 
hydrostatic pressure cell  
Draught of boat: abt. 623 mm  
Angel of opening of hydrostatic 
release lever? 
Is it possible to release the hoisting 
hooks by central release unit? 

Movement of hydrostatic securing flap can 
not be identified 
 
7° 
 
see 1.4.1.2 

 

Figure 13 
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1.4.3.  
 
 
 
1.4.3.1  
 
 
1.4.3.2 

Water level 300 mm above 
hydrostatic pressure cell  
Draught of boat: abt. 723 mm  
 
Angel of opening of hydrostatic 
release lever? 
 
Is it possible to release the hoisting 
hooks by central release unit? 

The hydrostatic securing flap has opened 
fully  
 
 
12,5° 
 
 
Yes 

1.5. 
1.5.1. 
 
1.5.1.1 

General Investigation: 
Function of safety pin 
 
Unintentional push out of safety pin 
from fully inserted position 
possible? 

 
 
 
The safety pin is fully functioning. Pushing 
out could not be recognised. 

1.5.2.  
 
 
1.5.2.1 
 
1.5.2.2 
 
1.5.2.3 

Marking of cam release pin: 
Forward hoisting hook port 
 
Clear to be identified? 
 
Position? 
 
In correspondence with operation 
instruction plate no. 34i (Figure 
11)? 
 

 
 
 
No, painted 
 
Can not be identified 
 
Red zone can not be identified 
 

 
 
 

Figure 14 
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1.5.3. 
 
 
1.5.3.1 
 
1.5.3.2 
 
1.5.3.3 

Marking of cam release pin: 
Forward hoisting hook starboard 
side 
Clear to be identified? 
 
Position? 
 
In correspondence with operation 
instruction plate no. 34i (Figure 
11)? 
 

 
 
 
No, yellow zone 
 
Secured, but in yellow zone 
 
No 
 

 
 
 

 
Figure 15 
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1.5.4. 
 
1.5.4.1 
 
1.5.4.2 
 
1.5.4.3 

Marking of cam release pin: 
Aft hoisting hook starboard side 
Clear to be identified? 
 
Position? 
 
In correspondence with operation 
instruction plate no. 34i (Figure  
11)? 

 
 
Yes 
 
Secured 
 
Yes 
 

 
 
 

1.5.5. 
 
1.5.5.1 
 
1.5.5.2 
 
1.5.5.3 

Marking of cam release pin: 
Aft hoisting hook port 
Clear to be identified? 
 
Position? 
 
In correspondence with operation 
instruction plate no. 34i (Figure  
11)? 
 

 
 
No, partly damaged 
 
Not clear 
 
No 

 
 
 

Figure 16 

 Figure 17 
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1.6.1.  
 
 
 
 
 
1.6.1.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.6.1.2 
  
1.6.1.3 
 
1.6.1.4 

Functioning test with vertical 
tensile force of 16,51 KN per 
hook (boat loaded with 3 pers. 
of 75 kg). Simulation of release 
point 
 
Simultaneous release of both 
hoisting hooks? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Release angle of forward hoisting 
hook cam release pin? 
Release angle of release handle? 
 
Tensile release force of release 
handle? 

Hydrostatic securing flap is open up to a 
tensile load of 2,21 to per hook (because 
boat is still afloat!) 
Release handle is in more or less secured 
and arrested position (as described in 1.3.1)  
 
No. Forward operating quadrant is turning 
against welding seam of release handle at 
higher loads than 2,21 KN per hook 

 
 
 
In this new position of forward operating 
quadrant the hydrostatic securing flap is not 
able to secure this forward operating 
quadrant, because the hydrostatic securing 
flap has contact with fork-head of aft release 
cable and can not turn further on. (see 
1.4.1.1)  
Forward hoisting hook is releasing during lift 
up procedure of release handle in this 
secured angle position. Only forward hoisting 
hook is releasing self automatic. 
 
79° 
 
0°, release handle is in this secured angle 
position. 
0 N, self automatic releasing 

     Figure 18 
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1.6.1 b 
 
1.6.1.2b 
 
1.6.1.3b 

Repeat of test 1.6.1. 
 
Release angle of forward hoisting 
hook release bolt? 
Release angle of release handle? 

Confirmation of results 
 
75,5° 
 
0° 

1.6.2. 
 
 
 
 
1.6.2.1 
 
 
 
1.6.2.2 
 
1.6.2.3 

Determination of the vertical 
tensile force of aft hoisting 
hook which causes a self 
automatically release  
 
Tensile force for self automatically 
releasing of aft lifting hook? 
 
 
Release angle of aft hoisting hook 
release bolt? 
Release angle of release handle? 

Release handle is in more or less secured 
and arrested position (as described in 1.3.1).  
Right side guiding pin of release handle lies 
on aft operating quadrant causing friction to 
it. 
At a vertical tensile force of 36,55 KN aft 
hoisting hook releases self automatically. 
Release handle don’t has been lifted up. 
 
62,5° 
 
0° 

1.6.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
1.6.3.1 
 
 
 
1.6.3.2 
 
1.6.3.3 

Determination of the vertical 
tensile force of aft hoisting 
hook which causes a self 
automatically release  
(without friction at aft 
operating quadrant) 
Tensile force for self automatically 
releasing of aft lifting hook? 
 
 
Release angle of aft hoisting hook 
release bolt? 
Release angle of release handle?  

Release handle is in more or less secured 
and arrested position (as described in 1.3.1). 
Release handle has been lifted up lightly. 
 
 
 
At a vertical tensile force of 26,85 KN aft 
hoisting hook releases self automatically.  
Release handle has been lifted up lightly. 
 
57,0° 
 
0° 

1.6.4. 
1.6.4.1 
 
 
 
1.6.4.2 
 
1.6.4.3 

Repeat of test 1.6.2. 
Tensile force for self automatically 
releasing of aft lifting hook? 
 
 
Release angle of aft hoisting hook 
release bolt? 
Release angle of release handle? 

 
At a vertical tensile force of 55,6 KN aft 
hoisting hook releases self automatically. 
Release handle don’t has been lifted up. 
 
64,0° 
 
0° 

1.7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.7.1. 

Determination of the vertical 
tensile force of both hoisting 
hooks which causes a self 
automatically release  
 
 
 
 
 
Tensile force for self automatically 
releasing of both hoisting hooks? 
 

Hydrostatic securing flap is open up to a 
tensile load of 2,21 to per hook (because 
boat is still swimming!) 
Release handle is in more or less secured 
and arrested position (as described in 1.3.1) 
Right leading pin of release handle has 
contact to aft operating quadrant causing 
friction to it. 
 
At a vertical tensile force of 82 KN (41KN per 
hook) test has been stopped: No releasing. 
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1.8. 
 
 
 
 
 
1.8.1. 
 
 
 
 
1.8.2. 
 
1.8.3. 

Determination of the vertical 
tensile force of forward hoisting 
hook which causes a self 
automatically release  
 
 
Tensile force for self automatically 
releasing of forward lifting hook? 
 
 
 
Release angle of forward hoisting 
hook release bolt? 
Release angle of release handle?  

Release handle is in more or less secured 
and arrested position (as described in 1.3.1).  
Right leading pin of release handle 
has contact to aft operating quadrant 
causing friction to it. 
 
At a vertical tensile force of 39,00 KN 
forward hoisting hook releases self 
automatically. Release handle don’t has been 
lifted up. 
 
79,0° 
 
0° 

1.9.  
 
1.9.1. 

Change of adjustment of aft 
release cable. 
Length of aft release cable will be 
changed to make securing possible: 
 

 
 
At aft hoisting hook: 
Release cable lengthened: 4,73mm Central 
Release unit:  
Foundation of aft release cable has been 
mounted in a lower foundation position. 

1.10.1. 
 

Manually reset of forward 
hoisting hook in the fully 
secured position  
Is it possible to secure the release 
handle at the central release unit? 

Acc. to instruction plate LB 34i: forward 
hoisting hook cam release pin is turned back 
to fully reset position. Release handle at 
central release unit has been turned back by 
forward operating quadrant into secured 
angle position. 

1.10.2 Manually reset of aft hoisting 
hook in the fully secured 
position  
Is it possible to secure the release 
handle at the central release unit? 
 
 
 
  

Acc. to instruction plate LB 34i: aft hoisting 
hook cam release pin is turned back to fully 
reset position. Release handle at central 
release unit has been turned back by aft 
operating quadrant into secured angle 
position. It is possible to secure the system 
by pushing in the safety pin in to fully insert 
position. 

 
 
 

Figure 19 
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1.11.  
 
 
 
 
1.11.1. 

Tensile strength and 
functioning test with vertical 
tensile force of 27,17 KN per 
hook (boat loaded with 32 pers. 
of 75 kg) 
Self automatically release of both 
hoisting hooks? 

Release handle is secured and arrested with 
safety pin inserted fully. 
Hydrostatic securing flap is in fully securing 
position. 
 
No, hoisting hooks are able to withstand the 
load without releasing. No self automatically 
release of the system. 

1.12. 
 
 
 
1.12.1. 
 
 
 
 
1.12.2. 
 
1.12.3. 
 
1.12.4. 

Functioning test with vertical 
tension force of 16,51 KN per 
hook (boat loaded with 3 pers. 
a. 75 kg)  
Self automatically release of both 
hoisting hooks, if safety pin is 
outside and release handle 
arresting is lifted up a little? 
 
Release angle of forward hoisting 
hook cam release pin? 
Release angle of release handle? 
 
Tensile release force of release 
handle? 

Hydrostatic securing flap is in open position 
(ON-LOAD RELEASE). 
Safety pin is fully in inserted secured 
position. 
 
Forward hoisting hook is releasing, aft 
hoisting hook is still bolted. Aft hoisting hook 
has not released. 
 
80° 
 
0°, release handle is still in secured angle 
position. 
0 N, self automatically release 
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A.4. Examination of Hoisting Hooks  
As result of test conducted dated 20.04.2006 further investigations will be necessary 
as follows: 

1. Measurement of tolerances acc. to Maintenance Manual of manufacturer 
WILLIAM MILLS (MARINE) LTD, page 21 (Appendix No. 8) 

2. Determination of material of forward and aft hooks in hoisting hooks 
3. Determination of material of forward and aft cam release pins in hoisting hooks 
4. Description of investigated parts in 2. and 3. 
5. Measurement of distances of hooks in correspondence with drawing 

3 TONNES HOOK (TITAN GEAR) Nr. TG 94 of manufacturer WILLIAM MILLS  
(MARINE) LTD (Appendix No.7) 

Acc. to information of successors manufacturer Umoe Schat Harding Ltd. parts should  
be manufactured with following materials: 

6. Hooks: “Galvanised Mild Steel, grade 50 DD BS 4360 1986”. European material 
identification: S355J2 (DIN EN 10025).  

7. Cam release pins: “stainless steel grade 316S31/33 to BS 970 Pt 1 1983”: 
Steel type  X5CrNiMo 17 12 2 (material no.: 1.4401) 

 

A.5. Results to A.4. 
Investigations to A.4.1.-4. have been carried out acc. to test report no. K 270-2006 of 
Institute for Material Science and Welding Technology (Appendix No. 6)  

1. Following distances have been measured: 
  Distance forward hook – cam release pin: 1,9 -2,0 mm 

Distance aft hook – cam release pin:  1,8 -1,9 mm 
Curve forward hook    1,75 -3,0 mm  (Figure 20) 
Curve aft hook:    1,75 -2,25 mm (Figure 28) 
 

 
 
  

Figure 20:  
Forward hook: 
Curvature of 1,75-2,25 
mm. Characteristic of 
curvature: 

- Asymmetric 
- Sign of wear. 

Bottom part of hook is 
strong corroded. 
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 2. Hooks:  Material S355J2 (DIN EN 10025) 
 3. Cam release pins:  Austenitic Stainless Steel X5CrNiMo 17 12 2  
 Material-No.: 1.4401 

 4. Marks could be identified as follows: 
 Forward hook:  Stamp on one side area of hook: 
 BTC 8279-4 
 WLL 3T 
 TL 7.5 oder TL 172.5 T 
 FEB 04 
 Aft hook:  no stamp visible  
 Forward and aft cam release pin: engraved no. 688309 
 

5. Forward as well as aft hook has been checked by underwriter for right 
measurements. This investigation could be done after samples cut off acc. to 
A.5.3., because underwriter received drawing no. TG 94 (Appendix No. 7) dated 
18.05.2006. This has been happen after repeated demand from company UMOE 
SCHAT HARDING LTD.  
Acc. to photo (Figure 21) measurements could be determined only inaccurate.  
Underwriter has no doubt about correspondence between measurements and 
drawing of these hooks. 
Further on it has been determined that brass bushings are seated perpendicular to 
middle area of hooks. 
 

 
 
 
Remark: There was no need for investigation to determine rolled direction of steel 
plate. This would not be relevant to reason of accident. 

 

Figure 21:  
Forward hook: 
Measurement of 
distances after 
samples cut off. 
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A.6. Examinations of release cables 
 
Release cables have been investigated by underwriter in not assembled condition. 
 
Marks are different on the release cables as follows: 
Aft release cable:     83C-4700 8H19 (8 or C!) 
Forward release cable:   42B-1700 8H19 
Release cable to hydrostatic pressure cell: No mark 
Manufacturer identification marks couldn’t be recognized. 
 
Lengths of cables have been measured from points of pressure of fork-head of release 
cables as follows: 
Aft release cable:     4860 mm 
Forward release cable:   7160 mm 
Release cable to hydrostatic pressure box: 1580 mm 
 
During tests and investigations anomalous behaviours of release cables could not be 
recognized. 
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B. Description of how the accident happened and the  
 causes 
The description of how the accident happened is based on the assumption that during 
the swinging out and the lowering procedure the boat crew had not actively operated 
the release handle.   
The port lifeboat and rescue boat was hauled up and swung into the stowage position 
after the running trials. Since the boat could be swung in without damage up to the 
stowage position, both the forward and the aft hoisting hooks were able, at times, to 
carry a total load of at least 33.02 kN (16.51 kN per hook). Because of the secured 
release mechanism the safety pin cannot have been fully pushed in before the hoisting 
since this was not technically possible. The release handle was indeed in the secured 
angular position but could not be completely locked, since the aft release cable could 
not turn the aft operating quadrant into a position which would have made it possible 
to secure the release handle with the safety pin. The aft release cable was both 
wrongly adjusted for length and incorrectly fitted onto the operating unit. As part of 
the test carried out (A.3-1.9) the release cable length on the aft hoisting hook was 
increased by 4.73 mm and the aft release cable on the release unit fixed to a new 
base position (Figures 22, 23). Only then was it possible to turn the aft operating 
quadrant into a position which enabled it to secure the release handle with the safety 
pin.  

    
 
 
 

 

 
The forward release cable was technically correctly adjusted and could turn the 
forward operating quadrant into a position that would have allowed locking the release 
handle in the safe position.  
Before the accident the safety pin was not pushed in up to the rotary plane of the 
forward operating quadrant, since otherwise the forward hook would not have been 
able to release by itself (Figure 24).  

Figure 22: Original assembly point of the 
release cable on the release unit. 

Figure 23: Modified assembly point of the 
release cable on the release unit. 
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Consequently it can be concluded that the safety pin was only pushed into the side 
base plate but not up to the area of the forward operating quadrant. 
 

 
As specified in the operating steps 1–4 of the operating plate (Figure 11) both forward 
and aft hoisting hooks could be secured with the handles by the crew member 
responsible for the manual securing of the hoisting hooks. The safety marking on the 
forward hoisting hook (Figure 15) was not in accordance with the details of the 
operating plate (Figure 11), since there was a yellow mark there and not a red one. 
There was also no red mark on the aft hoisting hook (Figure 17). In spite of this the 
crew member might have formed the impression that the hoisting hooks were 
correctly secured with the cam release pins, since the line on the position indicator 
pointed upwards (Figure 14). 
In accordance with Figures 24 and 25 the release handle was in the safe angular 
position, however the release handle could not be completely protected by clicking 
into place, since the side leading pins lay on the aft operating quadrant. In accordance 
with Test No. A.3-1.8 an independent release of the forward hoisting hook occurred at 
a load of 39 kN. This load corresponds to a factor of 2.36 with a hook loading of 16.51 
kN (boat with three people in it). Load peaks of up to a factor of 2.5 can occur when 
swinging out lifeboats, especially at the end of the swinging out process through the 
davit arms.  

Figure 24:  
Release unit: 
The right side leading  
pin (see arrow 
marking) lies on the aft 
operating quadrant. 
Therefore the release 
handle cannot be 
lowered. The side 
leading pins thus do 
not reach the position 
to protect the operating 
quadrants. 
 
 

   Locking device 
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According to witnesses it was exactly at this point in time that the forward hoisting 
hook released.  
According to Test No. A.3-1.6.2. and A.3-1.6.4. the aft hook then released 
independently at a load of 36.55 kN or 55 kN. This corresponds to a factor of 1.1. or 
1.65 based on the complete weight of the boat with three people in it. 
 

 
 
According to Test No. A.3-1.6.1 even a slight raising of the release handle leads to the 
independent release of the forward hook at a load of 16.51 kN. The vibrations and 
impacts when the lifeboat was swung out through the davit equipment might have led 
to the reduction of the friction on the release handle on the forward operating 
quadrant and consequently resulted in an independent release of the forward hoisting 
hook at an even lower load. 
The hydrostatic protection flap could not exercise its function of protecting the two 
operating quadrants since even when lifted out of the water it was not able to turn 
into its safety position. 
Conclusion: The misalignment of the aft release cable made protection of the release 
handle by the safety pin impossible. 
 
 

Figure 25:  
Release unit: 
A: The side leading pins of 
the release handle lies on 
the aft operating quadrant. 
B: The hydrostatic securing 
flap cannot secure both 
operating quadrants, since 
they lie against the aft 
operating quadrant or 
against the aft release cable.  
 

Locking device 

A 

 B 
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B.1. Aft release cable: Reason why it was not possible  
to secure the aft operating quadrant 

As already discussed under B the reason why the aft operating quadrant was not able 
to turn back completely lies in the aft release cable. The following conclusions on this: 
1. No damage could be found in the aft operating cable. 
2. The position of the rear operating quadrant can be affected by the following 
measures: 

A. Shortening of the release cable by further tightening of the fork head.  
    This was not possible as shown in Figure 26. 
B. By shifting the mounting point for the cable hose fixing on the aft 

foundation plate of the operating unit as specified in Figure 22 and 23.  
The measure under B was carried out in Test No. A.3-1.9. At the same time the aft 
release cable on the fork head of the aft hook fixing was extended by 4.73 mm, in 
order that the release distance was sufficiently long. 

 

 

Figure 26:  
Release unit: 
Both release cables were in 
the maximum protected 
position. The right aft release 
cable clearly projected further 
from the cable hose and could 
not move the aft operating 
quadrant into the completely 
protected position. 
Both fork heads were 
completely screwed in.  
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With the modifications carried out the aft operating quadrant could be moved into the 
fully protected position. Consequently a satisfactory protection by means of the safety 
pin was possible. 
It should be noted that the new assembly position of the cable fixing on the release 
unit as shown in Figure 22 was already available predrilled. Consequently there was 
an adjustment possibility available to equalise a cable tolerance.  

 
B.2. Cause for the independent release of the hoisting  

hooks 
In this connection the following questions must now be asked: Why did a cam release 
pin on the hoisting hook release independently? In the description of the accident 
sequence of events an independent release took place, because as shown in Figure 27 
the geometry of the hoisting hook due to a reduction of material by wear on the 
hoisting hook produced a releasing torque on the cam release pin.  

 
No material reduction or abrasion could be seen on the cam release pins. The 
releasing torque due to the hook on the cam release pin was so great that it 
retrospectively affected the release cable which had turned the unprotected operating 
quadrant.   
The method of operation of the release cable should be so that the cam release pin 
can be turned to the release point with the release handle. This was not the case with 
the hoisting hook system investigated: When loaded as in Test No. A.3-1.6.1. and 
A.3-1.6.2. both release cables were moved by the cam release pins of the hoisting 
hooks and not by the release handle of the release unit.  

Figure 27:  
Display of the releasing torque 
on the cam release pin: The 
theoretical pressure point of 
the hook on the cam release 
pin is shown by the yellow 
arrow. The actual pressure 
point of the hook on the cam 
release pin is shown by the 
green arrow. This produces 
the torque that led to the 
independent release of the aft 
and forward hoisting hooks. 
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The maximum tolerance between release cam and hook as well as the maximum 
curvature of the hook are given in the maintenance handbook of the manufacturer 
WILLIAM MILLS (MARINE) LTD on page 21 (Appendix No. 8). According to Test No. 
A.4-1 these distances between cam release pins and hooks at 1.9 – 2.0 mm on the 
forward hook and 1.8 – 1.9 mm on the aft hook slightly exceed the maximum value 
given in the Handbook of 1.8 mm. The radii of the hooks were measured on the 
forward hook as 1.75 – 3.0 mm and on the rear hook as 1.75 – 2.25 mm. These 
values were clearly higher than the maximum value of 1.0 mm given in the 
Maintenance Handbook of the manufacturer. The fact that the values on the forward 
hook were higher than those in the aft hook was confirmed by the test results. The 
forward hook released independently in Test No. A.3-1.8.1. at 39 kN, the aft hook in 
Test No. A.3-1.6.4.1 at a load of 55.6 kN. The forward hook released first. The 
material S355J2 of the hooks and the material number 1.4401 of the cam release pins 
were confirmed in investigations A.5.-2 and A.5-3. There was some wear due to 
abrasion and corrosion of the hook material which had resulted in the radii on the 
hook being increased.  
According to drawing TG 94 (Appendix No. 7) the hook should have a galvanising 
coat. This galvanising was no longer present in the area of the equipment surfaces for 
the release on both hooks as shown in Figures 20 and 28. It should be noted that 
galvanising is not a sensible way of preventing corrosion in the area of the hook. 
According to drawing TG 94 (Appendix No. 7) the manufacturing accuracy is given as 
151.33 (+ 0.08/–0.00) mm for the part of the hook relevant for release. Galvanising 
and the wear in the operation of this material contradict the functional accuracy of this 
dimension. To reduce the material wear the hook material should be changed to a 
material with a greater wear resistant. Moreover it should be sea water resistant. As a 
result the maintenance requirements on this important part would be reduced. 
Furthermore the complete geometry of the force transmission from hook to cam 
release pin should be so changed that in future automatic release due to wear or 
corrosion can be excluded. 
 

 
 

 

Figure 28:  
Surface of the hook of the 
aft hoisting hook:  
The galvanising was worn 
away.  
The galvanising had already 
corroded in other areas of 
the hoisting hook. 
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B.3. The reason why it was not possible for the  

hydrostatic lock to lock 
In Test No. A.3-1.4.1. – A.3-1.4.3. the water pressure cell worked when hoisting out 
of the water. As a result of the description given in B.1. the water pressure cell could 
not turn the hydrostatic securing flap into the securing position, since it fitted closely 
on the aft operating quadrant (Figure 25, Arrow B).  
The hydrostatic lock was consequently not active and did not protect the system 
against unintended or independent release. The yellow handle of the hydraulic locking 
flap was in the red area of the cover (Appendix No. 10). The marking of the red area 
with the red sign OPEN might have given the operator the impression that the 
hydrostatic lock had protected the system. 
Conclusion: The hydrostatic lock was not active and did not protect the system.  
Due to the misalignment of the release system the locking element of the hydrostatic 
lock could not fulfil its function and did not protect the system against unintended 
release. It should be emphasised that this locking element was affected by other 
functional elements and could not work independently of them.  

 
B.4. Handbook for Operating, Maintenance and  

Training 
There was no special handbook available on the ship for the central release 
mechanism made by WILLIAM MILLS (MARINE) LTD which covered operating, 
maintenance and training. In the boat handbook of the boat manufacturers HYUNDAI 
PRECISION & IND. CO. LTD. which was on board, there was a brief description on just 
two pages (Appendix No. 14) of the operation of the release mechanism and the four 
maintenance steps. The instructions contained in this are very general and do not do 
justice to the complexity of the system. There was no information on the 
manufacturer of this system. This suggests that the description was left general in 
order to cover various hoisting hook products with this handbook. Moreover in the 
maintenance part only four points were mentioned, none of which were illustrated with 
pictures. This maintenance should be carried out as part of a training course.   
In the MSC/Circ. guideline. 1136 of the International Maritime Organization Appendix 
1.3.3. states that before a training course is run the relevant safety systems in the 
boat must be checked. Moreover it needs to be established whether the boat was 
maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions.  

 
The necessary information on the maintenance and operation of this central release 
mechanism was described to the user in the “TITAN“ (WITH INDICATORS) 
MAINTENANCE MANUAL, issue 1 September 1997 and the “TITAN“ (WITH 
INDICATORS) OPERATION MANUAL, issue 1 September 1997. 
It is difficult to understand why these handbooks were not present on board the ship 
and why the boat manufacturer had not put the content in the handbook for operation 
and maintenance of the life boat and the rescue boat.  
As part of their certification procedure for this boat the classification authority D.N.V. 
had approved the central release mechanism on the basis of a type approval by Lloyds 
Register. On enquiry D.N.V. was not able to produce this certificate that was valid in 
1998. It needs to be checked whether the Operating and Maintenance Handbook was 
a part of the type approval certificate.  
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According to Appendix No. 15 in the RECORD OF APPROVED CARGO SHIP SAFETY 
EQUIPMENT No. 20266 the classification authority asked about the safety equipment 
of the ship when it was commissioned. This enquiry should have been extended to 
detailed information on the central release mechanism. Moreover the presence of the 
Operating and Maintenance Instructions for the safety relevant equipment should be 
checked. In addition there is the question of whether this involved the central release 
mechanism in the lifeboats and rescue boats. 
Conclusion: Had they had the Operating and Maintenance Handbooks of the 
manufacturers WILLIAM MILLS (MARINE) LTD the ships management would have 
been able to understand the hoisting hook system and the method of operation by 
studying the illustrations. The handbook of the boat manufacturer is nowhere near 
sufficient. With this amount of information the ship’s management could not recognise 
the defective maintenance and safety condition of the central release mechanism. 

 
B.5. Marking on the central release mechanism 
The marking and lettering of the operating units of the central release mechanism can 
be divided into two areas: 
A. External:  On the hoisting hook 
B. Internal:  In the vicinity of the operating unit 
According to Tests A.3-1.5.2. – A.3-1.5.5. the markings of the position indicators of 
the cam release pins on the forward hoisting hook did not correspond to the 
description on the operating plate L 34i (Figure 11) and on the aft hoisting hook they 
only correspond on the starboard side. The position indicators were to some extent 
over-painted or in one case marked with the wrong colour. There were no further 
operating plates for the operator of the hoisting hook in the forward or in the aft outer 
boat area.  
The following plates were missing on the hoisting hooks: 
1. Illustrated description of the locking of the hoisting hooks before the boat was 

lifted out of the water (Appendix No. 9).  
2. Designation of the release handle for the manual release in agreement with the 

concepts of the plate LB 341. 
3. Description of the operation of the HANGING-OFF-PENDANT 
4. Designation of the foundation for the HANGING-OFF-PENDANT 
The following plates were fitted in red or white for the crew of the boat on the 
operating unit. Operating plate LB 34i (Figure 11). Operating plate LB 25 (Figure 29), 
operating plate LB 17i (Figure 29). 
Reference should be made to the following points of the operating plate LB 17i: 
Item 2: the designation “…fully dropped into its safety slots…” should have been 
shown in a diagram. A danger notice to explain the danger of the partial locking as 
was present during the accident is necessary. 
Item 6: It is mentioned here that the position indicators should run in line. According 
to the indicators found there was only one line on the black washer but no second line. 
Here also an illustrated description would have been very helpful in order to define the 
condition of the indicators on the hoisting hooks without any dubiety. 
Item 7: What exactly is meant by flat contact?  A picture would be very useful.  
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Item 8: What is the locked position? The hydrostatic locking flap was according to 
Appendix No. 10 marked before the destruction with a green plate “Closed” in the 
green area and a red plate “Open” in the red area. This description is misleading. In 
order to properly describe the safe position of the hydrostatic locking system the same 
terminology should have been used: closed position and not locked position. An 
illustrated description would be very helpful to show the two positions of the handle: 
     A.  OFF-Load (floating in the water) 

B. ON LOAD (hanging in the davit) 
According to the available knowledge during the hoisting out of the water the un-
locked yellow handle of the hydrostatic locking flap was in the red area.   
This indicated the OFF-LOAD situation. A warning note is necessary which instructs the 
crew on the consequences of this position during the lifting procedure. There was no 
further operating plate with the recommended IMO symbols (IMO-RES. A.760(18)) 
and an illustrated description of the release situation and the locking situation as 
shown in Appendix No. 9. The secured position of the hydraulic locking handle which is 
important for the hoisting process was described by this plate.   The plate shown in 
Appendix No. 9 was made by the manufacturer WILLIM MILLS (MARINE) LTD. The 
question of why this plate was not in the boat remains to be answered. 
A description of the use of the HANGING OFF-PENDANTS was not available. 
Conclusion: The plate and description for the central release mechanism found in the 
boat was to some extent misleading and incomplete.  
 

Figure 29:  
Operating plate LB 25 and 
operating plate LB 17i. 
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B.6. Release device for hoisting hooks 
The international regulations for life boats require in SOLAS, Chapter III, Reg. 16.2 
that each lifeboat must be fitted with a device on which it can be hung from the davit 
equipment which unloads the release mechanism for maintenance.  
Normally so called HANGING-OFF PENDANTS are used for this. With these the boat 
hangs without contact with the releasing part of the hoisting hook in the davit 
equipment. Consequently in order to carry out maintenance on the central release 
mechanism the boat does not have to be lowered into the water but the maintenance 
can be done hanging in the davit equipment. 
In the Operating Instructions for the davit equipment of this ship (Appendix No. 13) 
the HANGING-OFF PENDENTS were mentioned in a completely different connection: 
RECOVERY OF RESCUE BOAT USING RECOVERY STROPS. This drawing describes 
the recovery of the rescue boat in a rough sea. A description of the HANGING-OFF-
PENDANTS in connection with the maintenance of the hoisting hooks was not given in 
this Handbook. Likewise this possibility for maintenance was not mentioned in the 
handbook for the lifeboat and the rescue boat (Appendix No. 14). 
There was neither a mark nor a description on the hoisting hooks or in the boat 
interior or on the davit equipment which marked clear the recognition of the 
fundamental points for the connection with shackles of the HANGING-OFF PENDANTS  
Since the description of the use of the HANGING-OFF PENDANTS in this connection on 
the ship was not available, it is possible that the 1st Officer did not know about it. 
Conclusion: If the HANGING-OFF PENDANTS had been pressed against the hoisting 
hooks this boat would not have had to be lowered into the water in order to undertake 
the test of locking and investigate the hoisting hook.  
 

B.7. Maintenance situation of the central release  
mechanism 

As is shown in the comments regarding B.1., B.2., B.4., B.5. and B.6. the technical 
condition of the central release mechanism did not correspond to the requirements 
defined by the manufacturer in the following points: 

1. Adjustment of the aft release cable  
2. Wear tolerances on the hook 
3. Current signs and description of the operating functions and controls 

 
In the not mandatory MSC/Circ. guideline 1093 of the International Maritime 
Organization a 5 year maintenance check with associated test and an annual check 
by the manufacturer or a specialist firm authorised by the manufacturer is specified 
for the central release mechanism of life boats and rescue boats.  
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The central release mechanism was tested in 2004 as described in the D.N.V-Survey 
Report No. 20266 (Appendix No. 11) under the supervision of the classification 
authority D.N.V with a load of 1.1 x SWL. The certificate confirmed that in connection 
with the tests a maintenance check was carried out on the central release 
mechanism by the firm TECHNO FIBRE in Singapore.  
The address was:  TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte Ltd. 

Kian Teck Crescent No. 7, 
628874 Singapore  

D.N.V Survey Report No. 20266 confirmed that the firm TECHNO FIBRE was 
authorised by the manufacturer to carry out this maintenance check. The successors 
of the manufacturer Umoe Schat Harding Ltd. explained in their letter of 10.05.2006 
(Appendix No. 12) that the authorisation of the staff of TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte. Ltd. 
when the maintenance was carried out had expired. No maintenance contract 
between TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte. Ltd. and UMOE SCHAT HARDING was submitted to 
the undersigned. Consequently it was not possible to establish what the scope of the 
original authorisation was. It remains to be clarified why, in spite of a quality 
assurance system as specified in ISO 9002: 1994 (Lloyds Register No. 403097), this 
service was carried out although there was no authorisation. 
The classification authority D.V.N. has not commented on what basis they confirmed 
the authorisation of TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte Ltd. in the Survey Report which they 
issued.  
It was recorded that during the services in 2004 both hooks were replaced with new 
ones. See the CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE (Appendix No. 18) of TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte 
Ltd. in this connection. In addition a sealing washer in the water pressure seal was 
renewed. This was indicated by the mark seen on the forward hook in the 
investigation A.5.-4. The aft hook had no mark. 
In accordance with the TEST REPORT OF HYUNDAI MOTOR LIFEBOAT dated 
23.10.1998 (Appendix No. 16) of the boat manufacturer the central release 
mechanism was marked with the serial number 5630/28. This mark could not be 
found on the hoisting hooks or on the control unit inside the boat. 
The following questions remain unanswered regarding the service carried out in 
2004:  

1. Why did TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte. Ltd. carry out the service in 2004, although 
the staff of this firm were no longer authorised at this time? The quality 
management system should be asked about this. 

2. Was the misalignment of the aft release cable due to an incorrect adjustment 
during the service? 

3. Why was the latest operating instruction plate not fitted? 
4. Why were the latest Operating and Maintenance Handbooks not delivered?  
5. Why did the Classification Authority DVN recognised TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte. 

Ltd as authorised by the manufacturer? 
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Conclusion: On the basis of the established facts the probability is that the service 
carried out in 2004 by TECHNOFIBRE (S) Pte. Ltd. was counterproductive, and after 
the renewal of the hooks the complete system was not correctly adjusted and 
consequently was unsafe. A service in accordance with the guideline MSC/Circ. 1093 
would have been able to restore the safe functioning of the release mechanism or 
establish that it worked satisfactorily. In addition a service in accordance with this 
guideline should include the ship being supplied with the latest handbooks for 
operating, maintenance and training as well as the current instruction plates.  
 

 
B.8. Summary of the sequence of events that led to  

the accident 

 
1. The crew secured the two hoisting hooks with the handles on the hoisting 

hooks. The marks and descriptions that were not present gave the crew the 
impression that both hooks were secure. 

2. The release handle at the operating position inside the boat was in the locked 
angular position but was not completely locked. 

3. The crew could not push in the safety pin completely, they were only able to 
push it into the forward foundation plate. They decided however to hoist up 
since the release handle was in the secured position.   

4. The boat was hoisted up 
5. While it was being hoisted up the water pressure cell operated. It could not 

bring the hydrostatic locking flap into the locked position. The hydrostatic lock 
was consequently not active and did not protect the system against 
unintended or independent release. The yellow handle stood in the red area of 
the cover. The marking of the red area with the red sign OPEN might have 
given the operator the impression that the hydrostatic lock had protected the 
system. 

6. The boat was hoisted up and swung into the stowage position by the davit 
equipment and shackled. 

7. The 1st Officer was advised of the dubious securing of the hoisting hook 
system by the boat crew.  

8. The 1st Officer was not aware of the possibility of using the HANGING-OFF-
PENDANTS for the maintenance of the hoisting hooks on a boat hanging in 
the davit equipment.  

9. The 1st Officer decided to check the hoisting hook system in the water.  
10. After the boat had been swung out by the davit equipment the forward 

hoisting hook opened first and then also the aft hoisting hook independently.  
11. The boat fell inclined forward from a height of about 18 m, the forward 

superstructure area hit the water surface and remained capsized in the water. 
12. The AB was able to save himself through the forward hatch. The 1st Officer 

and 3rd Officer died in the boat.      
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C. Improvement proposals 
 

C.1. Improvement proposals for central release  
mechanism Type TITAN MILLS Type 354 

 
1. Modification of the geometry of the force transmission of the hook to the cam 

release pin so that in future wear and corrosion of the hook cannot cause the 
mechanism to release by itself.  

 
2. Modification of the material of the hook: It should have a greater wear 

resistance and be resistant to sea water. 
 

3. Modification of the design principle of the central release mechanism: 
Arrangements must be made to exclude the possibility that when the position 
indicators on the hoisting hooks are in a locked position they can release 
independently.  

 
4. Modification of the locking principle of the central release mechanism:  

When the release handle is in the locked position but not completely engaged, 
it should either be impossible to apply a load to the hooks or when a load can 
be applied, the hydraulic locking should prevent an accidental premature or 
independent release. 

 
5. Modification of the operating plate LB 171 according to the proposals in 

Chapter B.5 
 

6. Modification of the lettering of the cover of the hydrostatic locking flap 
 

 
C.2. Improvement proposals for the Classification  

Authority D.N.V. 
 

1. The RECORD OF APPROVED CARGO SHIP SAFETY EQUIPMENT should be 
completed by the following questions: 

A. Type of central release mechanism, approval number 
B. Handbook for Operating and Maintenance of the central release 

mechanism. 
2. The following questions should be added to the SURVEY REPORT TESTING OF 

LAUNCHING APPLIANCE AND ON-LOAD RELEASE GEAR: 
A. Authorisation number of the service workshop  

3. TYPE APPROVAL CERTIFICATE for lifeboats and rescue boats: 
A. The procedure of a type approval of a lifeboat and rescue boat should 

contain the criteria for checking the design features of the central 
release mechanism that are relevant for the installation. All the types 
of central release mechanisms that are approved for this type of boat 
should be listed in the type approval certificate. 

B. The handbook for operation, maintenance and training should form 
part of this approval procedure.  
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C.3. Improvement proposals for the international  
standards  

1. Modification of the international standards of the Life-Saving Appliance (LSA)–
Codes, Chapter IV, 4.4.7.6.2:  
The standard should be so modified that for training or maintenance purposes 
the UNDER LOAD RELEASE can be made ineffective. Each hoisting hook 
should be fitted with a safety pin that can be manually put in as shown in 
Figure 30 which protects the hooks against accidental use during training or 
maintenance before a release by the central release mechanism. This safety 
pin can be put in both in the water or, if necessary, in the stowage position. 
The safety pin should be pulled out at every time also under ON-LOAD-
conditions if the system is technically perfect. 
The design of this pin, as well as the design of the complete construction, 
should have a factor of safety of six compared with the breaking point of the 
materials. 

 

Figure 30:  
Training and Maintenance 
protection:  
An accidental ON-LOAD 
release of the hoisting hook is 
prevented by a safety pin 
manually pushed in to the 
hoisting hook cheek plates and 
the hooks. 
(sketch shown as an example) 
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2. Modification of the international standards of the Life-Saving Appliance (LSA)–

Codes, Chapter IV, 4.4.7.6.3. The new text for Item 3 at present in the 
approval process must be modified and supplemented. 

 
 

3. The text of the international standard should be changed so that when the 
release handle is not in the completely locked position but load can be applied 
to the hooks, the hook system must nevertheless be secured by the locking 
elements such as the hydrostatic locking system or the safety pin. 

4. to prevent an accidental release during recovery of the boat, unless the hook 
is completely reset, either the hook shall not be able to support any load, or 
he handle or safety pins shall not be able to be returned to the fully reset 
(closed) position without excessive force.  

If it is possible that the hook supports load under this not 
completely reset position, the  release capability shall be 
adequately protected against accidental of premature use.  

Additional danger …” 

 
C.4. Improvement proposals for TECHNOFIBRE (S)  

Pte. Ltd. 
1. Modification of the quality assurance system as specified in ISO 9002.2000 in 
the following points: 
A. Servicing and maintenance work may only be carried out on the types of 
hoisting hook for which the manufacturer has given authorisation.  
B. The work instructions and check lists necessary for a service must be 
approved by the respective manufacturer. 
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D. Safety recommendations  
 
The following safety recommendations should be issued on the basis of the 
experience of this accident: 
 

1. Central release mechanism Type TITAN MILLS TG 354: 
With this central release system there is the possibility of the 
independent release under load conditions even though the release 
handle is in the secured position and the markings on the hoisting 
hook indicate a secure position.  
It is essential to ensure that the safety pin is always completely 
pushed in on the release unit under load conditions. 
 

2. Central release mechanism in life boats and rescue boats:            The 
annual and 5 yearly maintenance work on the central release 
mechanism may only be done by the manufacturer or by a specialist 
firm or person authorised by the manufacturer. A list of maintenance 
firms authorised by the manufacturer or their successors should be 
put into the ISM-SAFETY MANAGEMENT MANUAL.  
The maintenance should be done as specified in IMO guideline 
MSC/Circ. 1093.  
Routine maintenance and inspections in weekly or monthly cycles 
shall be done in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications 
and suitably recorded. 
 

3. Central release mechanism in life boats and rescue boats: 
The maintenance work carried out in accordance with the IMO 
guideline MSC/Circ. 1093 must contain the following checks: 

1. Does the ship have the latest handbooks for operating, 
servicing and training for the central release mechanism which 
is installed on the lifeboat and rescue boat? 

2. Is the central release mechanism fitted with the latest version 
of the plate and illustrated description for the hoisting hook 
installed on the lifeboat and rescue boat? 

     
4. Central release mechanism in life- and rescue boats:  

It is pointed out to the ships management that a device for hanging 
the lifeboat and rescue boat from the davits must be available on the 
ship, which unloads the release mechanism for servicing. (HANGING-
OFF PENDANTS). This device should only be attached to the release 
mechanism and the davits when servicing is undertaken. 
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Appendix No. 12.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

Von: Ian Machin [Ian.Machin@schat-harding.co.uk] 
Gesendet: Mittwoch, 10. Mai 2006 18:36 
An: Jan Hatecke 
Cc: thoward@comdt.uscg.mil; heinz.stuermer@see-bg.de; 
jochen.buck@dnv.com; krejlgaard@ernstjacob.de 
Betreff: RE: LIFEBOAT SERVICE - OLIVER JACOB 
 
Hello Jan 
We can confirm from the following list of previously certified mills maintainers that Technofibre were 
not authorised to conduct the release hook Service on this lifeboat. 
 
 
EXPIRY DATE OF CERTIFICATE. 
Mr Vincent D. Francis - 11/05/01 
Mr Mohammed Othmen - 11/05/01 
Mr Zulkeflee Bin A Rahim - 11/5/01 
Mr Jamaludin Bin Sulaiman - 11/05/02 
Mr Lee Wardle - 11/05/02 
Mr Shamsuddin Bin ABD Wahad - 11/5/02 
Mr Mohammed Ariff Bin Junied - 11/5/01 
Mr James De Rozario - 11/5/02 
Mr Karl S Gimson - 11/5/02 
Mr Andrew Lemmis - 11/05/01 
Mr Sukhbir Sing C/O Santa Singh - 11/5/01. 
  
 
 
Best regards 
Ian Machin 
Engineering Manager 
for Umoe Schat-Harding Limited 
  
Ph: +44 (0)23 9258 1331 ext 215 
Fax: +44 (0)23 9258 2565 
Umoe Schat-Harding Limited 
Mumby Road, Gosport, 
Hampshire PO12 1AE 
UNITED KINGDOM 
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