Richardson v. SEACOR Lifeboats, LLC Doc. 74

UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

ANTHONY RICHARDSON, JR., CIVIL ACTION
Plaintiff

VERSUS NO. 14-1712

SEACOR LIFTBOATS, LLC SECTION "E"
Defendant

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Plaintiff, Anthony Richardson, Jr. (“Rieérdson”), asserts ordinary negligence
claims pursuant to the general maritimw lagainst Defendant, SEACOR Liftboats LLC
(“SEACOR”), the operator of the SEAIR INTERVENTION (INTERVENTION”).
Richardson alleges he sustained persomd@iry during a crane personnel basket
transfer from the SEACOR INTERVENON to the M/V CHASE. The questions
presented at the trial were whether SEAC@Rs negligent and, if so, whether this
negligence was the legal causf Richardson’s injuries.

This matter was tried before the Cousttting without a jury, over three days.
The Court heard testimony from Jed JohnsGatlos Herbert, Jack Madeley, Anthony
Richardson, Jr., Dr. Paul Fenn, Dr. AngelmRan, Dr. Kenneth McCoin, Ryan Ross, Dr.
Gordon Nutik, Dr. Kenneth Boudreaux, Dtarry Stokes, K.C. Guidry, and Robert
Watson and admitted into evidenceetldeposition of Captain James DeahRl.aving
considered the testimony and evidence at trial, &nguments of counsel, and the
applicable law, the Court now issues theduling Findings of Fact and Conclusions of

Law in accordance with Federal Rule of CiRrocedure 52(a). To the extent any finding

1R. Docs. 69, 71, and 72 (minute entries for prdaegs held June 15, 2015 through June 17, 2015).
2 Trial Exhibit 54.
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of fact may be construed as a conclusionlaa¥, the Court adopts it as such. To the
extent any conclusion of law may be construe@ disding of fact, the Court adopts it as
such.

FINDINGS OF FACT

On April 21, 2013, Richardson was empéd by Greene’s Energy Group as an
offshore technician working aboard ehINTERVENTION, a liftboat operated and
manned by SEACOR. After a morning safetgeting on April 21, 2013, Richardson and
two other workers, Carlos Herbert and RgriRlodriguez, were scheduled to return to
shore. To get them from the INTERVENJN to the waiting crew boat, the M/V
CHASE, a hydraulic crane was used to conda®illy Pugh personnel basket transfer.
Richardson had completed personnel baskanbsfers numerous times before April 21,
2013. He had been adequately trainechomw to safely ride personnel baskets.

The crane on the INTERVENTION, ad to lift the basket from the
INTERVENTION to the M/V CHASE, was aggrated by Jed Johnson (“Johnson”), a
SEACOR employee. Johnson was an experienced, ieertdfrane operator who was
gualified and capable of performing personnel batkansfers® The sea and weather
conditions at the time of thiecident were appropriate fgrerforming personnel basket
transfers, even though there were three-tmotour-foot choppy seas and rolling waves
known as swells. There were no mechanisaues with the crane, and the hydraulic
crane was mechanically incapable of lowaythe personnel basket in a free-fall.

These basic facts found by the Court ab@vre not in dispute, but there are two

divergent versions of how events unfoldédring the actual transfer: Richardson’s

3 Johnson testified that he was a Class A craneaipeand had performed thousands of personnel basket
transfers at the time of the incident.



version—supported by his testimony antiat of his co-worker Carlos Herbert
(“Herbert”)—and Johnson’s version—supportiey his testimony and that of Ryan Ross
(“Ross”), K.C. Guidry (“Guidry”), and Captain JamPBgan (“Captain Dean”).
The Incident

Richardson testified at trial the baskeansfer started off normally, but that once
the basket cleared the INTERVENTION demkd was over the water, Johnson lowered
the basket at an unsafe speed and then broughtih abrupt stop. Richardson testified
that, after a few seconds, or maybe even a mintinte basket felt like it went into an
eight-foot to ten-foot free-fall. Richardsdestified he had one foot on the basket and
one foot slightly off the basket in a bracipgsition, as he was trained. He testified the
basket slammed onto the deck of the M/VASE, and he never stepped or jumped off
the basket before it landeRichardson further testified that, when he triedetat the
basket after it slammed onto the deck, Jatm jerked the basket back into the air
before Richardson had fully disembarkedyseng Richardson’s foot to become tangled
in the netting of the personnel basket and his tlegbe raised about chest high.
Richardson testified a deckhand helped kdem from falling to the deck after he
extricated himself from the baskeRichardson testified at tridlis hip and back had
been injured during the incident but also tiesd that he did not feel any back pain the
day the incident occurred and was ablectory his bags weighing approximately 30
pounds from the crew boat.

Richardson testified that immediatelfter the personnel basket transfer he
reported the incident to the captain of the M/V €daCaptain Dean, and that Captain
Dean told him he saw the three workers jump off basket. Richardson testified he

immediately told Captain Dean this wamt true. Less than 30 minutes after the



incident occurred, Richardson filled out &cident report apparently provided to him
by Captain Deart.Under the section of the report labeled “detailkescription of
incident,” Richardson wrote: “Personndlasket was operated wrecklessly [sic].
Personnel was lowered on basket, when pengl was exiting basket[,] basket lifted
while one leg was still on basket. Medical aitien not necessary at the present time of
incident.” Richardson did not make any sgiecmention in the report of the basket
being lowered extremely quickly, dropping eigio ten feet in a free-fall, or slamming
onto the deck of the M/V CHASE. In the section IEge“nature of injury,” Richardson
reported there was injury to his “leg.”

Later that same day, Richardson filleout a handwritten statement for his
employer, Greene’s Energy Gro@pn the statement, Richardson wrote:

[The three workers] were being lonedl on to the boat via personnel

basket, when the crane operatortleé personnel basket down extremely

fast. The basket hit the boat deck, while [Richam]swas in a bracing

position, in fear that the basket wdustrike the deck abruptly, with one

leg bent on the basket, and the other leg sligbffiyo absorb the impact.

[T]he crane operator jolted the basleatd crane upward as if trying to jar

[Richardson] from the basket, because of the baskedking the deck,

[Richardson’s] foot got caught in the nets. Whehe[tcrane operator]

picked up on the basket with the crane he pulleiccHRrdson’s] leg

upward hyperextending it towards ifRardson’s] face. Once [the crane

operator] saw [Richardson] in an awkward positios duickly drop [sic]

the basket causing [Richardson] to trip backwaih boat hand caught

[Richardson] and [Richardson’s] hard hat flew off.”
Richardson also mentions in this statem#rdt Captain Dean “accused [Richardson] of
lying about the incident saying the [three werk] jumped off [the basket] before it hit

the deck, when clearly theren® way that happened if [Riardson’s] leg was caught on

the basket. .. .”

4 Trial Exhibit 2.
5 Trial Exhibit 25.



Richardson admitted at trial that he waaitred not to step off the basket before
it safely lands on the deck of an awaitingsel, though he stated he was trained to have
one foot off the basket preparing to steff the basket once it lands. Although
Richardson wrote in his Greene’s statemend aestified at trial that he had one foot
slightly off the basket in a bracing posititrefore it landed, Richardson testified at his
deposition that he had two feet on the rimgen the personnel basket hit the deck of the
crew boat. The inconsistency in Richaod$ testimony on this major point of
contention and other inconsistenciesdermine Richardson’s credibilify.

Another Greene’s Energy Group employee riding tlegspnnel basket, Carlos
Herbert, testified at trial and gave a vesiynilar version of events to that given by
Richardson. During the basket transfer, Herbertified the crane operator started
dropping them rapidly. When the baskeit the deck of the M/V CHASE, Herbert
testified he quickly got off the basket, butcRardson was unable to get off as quickly.
Herbert testified Johnson then lifted theskat, and Herbert saw Richardson’s leg in
the air caught on the basket.

Herbert also gave a handwritten statem&m his employer, Greene’s Energy Group.
Herbert wrote in the statement: “Being lowdrgom the life boat to crew boat by man

lift, when the crane operator started lettithg basket down extremely to [sic] fast. The

6 For example, Richardson has been out of work Yoo years. At trial, Richardson listed a number of
employers he remembered applying to for light djotys, but at his deposition, Richardson could not
name any of those employers when asked. Additignd&ichardson has been performing numerous
exercises, such as a modified version of P90Xxjtggikercises, squats, sit-ups, push-ups, joggindista
stairs, and riding stationary bikes, with little tio pain. However, Richardson never told this te hi
treating physician, Dr. Fenn, and Richardson aldmited at trial that he did not inform Dr. Fenn of
some of his prior medical history and his alcohomtialrug use history. Defendant’s independent medical
examiner, Dr. Gordon Nutik, also met with Richardsét that time, Richardson told Dr. Nutik he had
back pain on the day of ¢hincident, although Richardson testifiatl trial that he did not initially have
back pain and did not list an injury to his back thre incident reports. Dr. Nutik also stated thia¢re
were inconsistencies during his physical examimatibRichardson, and his opinion was that Richardson
was controlling and manipulating the results of &xam.

7 Trial Exhibit 43.



basket hit the deck. The crane operator suddentkesi up on basket making
[Richardson] do a [split] then lowering the baskaick down . .. .” Herbert’s statement
also references the fact that Captain Déald the three workers who were transferred
that they jumped off the basket befordahded, and Herbert wrote this statement was
“not a true statement.” Much of the language in blat's statement mirrored
Richardson’s statement. Herbert testifiedvees trained to have one foot off the basket
waiting to land but admitted he was neueained to jump from a personnel basket,
even if he thought it was going too fast, becausshsan action would be unsafe.
Herbert’s testimony differs from that d&ichardson with respect to how many
times the basket stopped befarénally landed on the dec&f the crew boat. There also
are numerous inconsistencies within Herbert’s oastimony At trial, Herbert testified
that he had one foot off the dleet preparing to disembark once the basket laroaethe
deck of the M/V CHASE and that he got offetlbasket once it landed and absolutely did
not jump off the basket prematurely. Howeyvén a previous statement given to an
investigator, he said he got off the basket befotat the deck and was “able to get off
real fast because I'm already thinkinguy&now when this bsket comes close I'm
jumping off anyway.®8 He said he “timed it” because “he was scareddditionally,
when asked at trial how familiar he wastwiRichardson, Herbert testified that he
worked four or five different jobs with Rhardson prior to the incident, but in the
statement to the investigator he statedvMoeked on over fifty jobs with Richardsof.
Johnson, the crane operator, and other workershenINTERVENTION and

M/V CHASE painted a very diffent and more credible picture of what occurredindgr

8 Trial Exhibit 45—-319.
91d.
0]d. 45-324.



the transfer. Johnson testified at trial tleaerything about that day and the beginning
of the personnel basket transfer was normal. Hepmstd the basket about four to six
feet above the deck of the M/V CHASE toadwate sea conditions and to give Captain
Dean the opportunity to reposition the M/V CHASH, necessary. Based on his
experience as a crane operator, Johnsamtified the correct method of lowering a
personnel basket when the waiting vessel isngda swell is to wait until the vessel gets
to the crest of the swell and then lower the bas&ehe deck as the boat descends to the
bottom of the trough and immediately slaafkthe crane line suspending the basket.
Johnson testified that, when the baskesw#ationary four to six feet above the
deck, the M/V CHASE came up on a swell.eThoat’s rise on the swell caused the gap
between the basket and the deck of the NH/ASE to lessen to about a one-foot to two-
foot gap. Johnson testified that, when the bwas at the crest of the swell, Richardson
took one foot off the basket and attemptidstep onto the deck before the basket
landed. While Richardson was attempting tepsoff the basket with one foot, the vessel
descended to the trough of the swelldathe gap between the basket and the deck
increased. Johnson testified he feared Ridson would fall off the basket completely,
so he had to react quickly and get the basket o:m dbck as soon as possible for
Richardson’s safety. Johnson testified that, whemdar steps off the basket too early
and it appears the rider may fall, the crane aper is trained to slack off the crane line
completely and get the basket on the decksasn as possible. In this case, Johnson
qguickly lowered the basket to the deck and slack#dhe line completely to land the
basket on the deck and keep it therehdson testified this was the only way to
eliminate the gap between the basket anddéek and to keep Richardson from falling

from a dangerous height. Johnson testified thatedme lowered the basket to the deck,



he never lifted it again until the men hadrieved their bags and exited the basket.

Johnson testified the proper training for ridersaipersonnel basket transfer is
to keep both feet on the basket until thasket lands on the deck. Although Johnson
testified that he often sees people takinipat off the basket a second or two before it
touches in anticipation of dismounting an@gping off the basket, it is not common for
people to do so when the basket is still @méwo feet above the deck. He also testified
Richardson was not merely stepping off thesket at the last minute as the basket was
landing on the deck, but rather Richardswas dangling one foot off the basket and
trying to step onto the deck as the boat fell oe gwell. Johnson testified he was
concerned that Richardson would fall off the betsknd onto the deck of the crew boat if
Johnson did not immediately lower the basket.

Johnson’s testimony was corroboratedthat of Ryan Ross (“Ross”), who was
subpoenaed to testify at trial. Ross is atified crane operator who worked for SEACOR
at time of the incident and was aboard the INTERVEDN when it occurred. He was
not involved in the transfer itself but tes¢d that he witnessed the events unfold. Ross
also testified that he was trained to maintawo feet on the basket with bent knees
until the basket securely lands on deck—nevetrake one foot off the basket before that
time. Although he had seen people take oo Dff in anticipation of landing, and may
have even done so himself at times, he statedighst how personnel are trained. Ross
testified that anytime he or others had takefoot off the basket, it had been only when
the basket was about to touch the deck.

With respect to the events in question sRoestified he witnessed the basket stop
about four or five feet abovihe deck of the crew boat. He said the crew boaeran a

wave and at that point he saw Richavdsstep off the basket. At the moment



Richardson stepped off, the crew boat hbedalling off the wave. Ross testified that
Johnson then lowered the basket to the dRdss testified there is no training for crane
operators on how to handle this exact situation—tperator just must use his
experience to do whatever is best to protée safety of the rider. Ross further testified
the basket did not free-fall or slam intoethieck, he did not see Richardson’s foot get
caught in the webbing of the basket, and the cr@erator never lifted the basket back
up until all personnelere off the basket.

K.C. Guidry (“Guidry”), a worker abard the INTERVENTION who had never
worked for SEACOR or any of its companjedso was subpoenaed and gave testimony
corroborating Johnson’s testimony at trigkuidry testified he received training
concerning personnel basket transfers atéhcompanies, and all of the training was
essentially the same—workers are trained to Keeth feet on the basket until it lands.
He had never been trained to take one fdbbefore it lands. However, he testified at
times he would take one foot off to prepato land but admitted this can be unsafe.
Guidry testified that during the personnehsket transfer, he never saw the basket
lowered extremely quickly. Rather, it descedddowly and steadily all the way down to
the deck of the crew boat. Hied not see the basket slalown onto the deck. According
to Guidry, when the basket was about twaloree feet away from the deck of the crew
boat, he saw Richardson step off the basket betfoeebasket touched the deck of the
crew boat. At that point, he saw Johnsonclly lower the basket to the deck. Guidry
testified the basket was never lifted baick the air until after the men exited and
retrieved their bags.

Johnson’s version of events is furthaarroborated by the deposition testimony

of Captain Dean, an employee of Alliancdf€bore, LLC at the time of the incident.



Captain Dean witnessed the transfer from the M/VASH and testified at his
deposition that the basket was lowered atoamal rate of speed. Further, he testified
that he saw Richardson jump or step off Hesket before the basket landed on the deck
of the M/V CHASE while the basket was arouade or two feet above the deck. Captain
Dean stated there was no free-fall of the ldsknd Richardson’s foot never got stuck in
the webbing.

The Court does not find the testimonyRichardson and Herbert credible as to
how the events unfolded during the personimesket transfer. Instead, the Court finds
the testimony of Johnson, Ross, Guidryda@aptain Dean more credible and accepts
their testimony as fact. Neither Guidry nGaptain Dean has ever had an employment
relationship with SEACOR, and both corralaved Johnson’s testimony. Ross, who also
corroborated Johnson’s testimony, no longerks for SEACOR. Ross and Guidry were
subpoenaed to testify at trial.

The Court finds that the personnel basket transiers conducted at an
appropriate rate of speed. When the basket wasostaty above the deck of the M/V
CHASE and before the basket had securetgkd on the deck, Richardson prematurely
stepped one foot off the basket and attemptedtep on to the deck. As he did so, the
crew boat fell off the swell, increasing thap between the baskanhd the deck, and as a
result Richardson was unable to step otite deck. Johnson believed that Richardson
was in danger of falling off the basket anl,response, lowered the basket to the deck.
Johnson did not lift the basket until Richaotisand the other riders had retrieved their
bags and completely exited the basket.

The Experts

Both Richardson and SEACOR had expetastify concerning the proper way to

10



conduct personnel basket transfers. Pléflatexpert, Jack Madeley (“Madeley”), was a
certified crane operator over 30 years ago. Nlogregularly testifies in a wide variety of
safety cases. The safety of crane persorasket transfers is not his primary area of
expertise, and the Court finds that his experieand expertise with respect to crane
operations, and particularly with respectttaining personnel basket riders and crane
operators, does not match that of SEACOR’s expert.

At trial, Madeley admitted that Johnsavas properly trained and certified as a
crane operator to conduct personnel baskahsfers. Madeley's testimony at trial was
that during this particular transfer, Johnsoilefd to safely land the basket on the deck
and failed to comply with industry standards fomdaicting basket transfers. Madeley
testified that the proper time to set a pmreel basket down on the deck of a waiting
crew boat when there are swelsat the moment the boatas crest of a swell, at which
time the crane operator should immediately sla¢klod line so that the basket will stay
on the deck as the vessel descends. In this caadeMy testified Johnson failed to
begin lowering the basket as the M/V CHA8Eared the crest of the swell. However,
Madeley could point to no authority to suppais position that thisnethod of lowering
the basket is the industry standard. fact, Madeley admitted at trial that crane
operators determine how and when theyl wctually lower the basket to the deck
differently based upon conditions at the tim\adeley later testified he believed the
proper method of lowering the basket lkbdescribed and the method described by
Johnson are pretty much one and the same.

Madeley also testified the proper wag train personnel regarding personnel
basket transfers is for riders to keep one foottloe basket and one foot off when the

basket is approaching the deck, but again he coatdoint to any specific authority for
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this assertion. Madeley admitted, though, asp@a should not step off the basket if the
basket is still being lowered, and he wdulot recommend anyone jump off the basket
while it is one foot above the deck of the crewat. He agreed thedmstry best practice
is to wait until the basket lands and not to stéfpvhen the basket is still being lowered.

Defendant’s expert, Robert WatsonWatson”), was a crane operator for a
number of years. Later, he inspected cranes lwren went into safety training. At trial,
he estimated he had train@d excess of 800 crane operators, 300 to 400 rigggend
350 qualified inspectors. He also testified heed trained approximately 1,000 people on
how to properly ride a personnel baskétatson is also on the American Petroleum
Institute (“AP1”) committee that developeddnstry standards for crane operations.

Watson testified the proper way to traiiders is to tell them to step on the
basket, place both feet on the outer ringemwine both arms in the netting, and stay
on the basket until it rests on the deck.tie point the basket touches the deck, riders
should then immediately get off. Watson testfthat riders are always trained to keep
both feet on until the basket reaches the deck tdwad it is not safe to take a foot off
beforehand because this action could affdct rider's balance. Watson testified that
Billy Pugh publishes recommended practiceatthre in accord with these instructions.
According to Watson, this training is the b@sactice in the industry and this is how he
personally trains riders.

Watson’s opinion at trial was that Joson followed all rulesind regulations and
was not negligent when performing the transfée stated a crane operator should hold
the basket about eight to ten feet above the dedketevaluate sea conditions and give
the Captain of the crew boat a chance tpostion the boat. Then, the crane operator

should lower the basket to four or five feet abolve deck where he will pause to again
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evaluate sea conditions and time the landWM@tson listened to Madeley's testimony
and disagreed with Madeley’s opinion that tha&sket should be placed on the deck of
the waiting boat when the boat is at the treka swell. Watson testified that, if this
method is used, the rider maytempt to get off the baskat the crest of the swell and
the crew boat may drop out from undernedtim when the boat falls on the swell.
Instead, Watson opined that the crane aper should lower the basket to the deck
while the vessel is in the trgh of the swell and themrmimediately slack off the line.
Watson admitted at trial there is no specKRl standard on this point and, instead, the
standards state only that the basket shd&dowered gently to the deck. Nevertheless,
Watson testified based on his many yeargxgerience that Johnson used the correct
method for lowering the basket to the dewkd that Johnson’s actions were reasonable
under the circumstances and did not constituteigegte.

Upon consideration of the evidence, the Court fildlatson’s expert opinion
more persuasive than that of Madeley. like Madeley, Watson’s primary area of
expertise is crane operations and safacpices and procedures of crane operations.
Watson has trained hundreds of craneergiors and riders on how to perform
personnel basket transfers. Notably, Watpoavided specific, compelling testimony on
the proper way to conduct personnel basket trassead a well-supported opinion that
Johnson was not negligent when transferriRighardson from the INTERVENTION to
the M/V CHASE. The Court is thus persuadkby Watson’s testimony that the proper
method to ride a personnel basks to keep two feet on ¢hbasket at all times until the
basket securely lands on deck, and the proper ndefbo a crane operator to set a
personnel basket down when a waiting vesseldsng a swell is to lower the basket to

the deck while the vessel is the trough of the swell, at which point the operashould
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immediately slack off the line. The Court isrgaaded by Watson’s atysis of Johnson’s
actions during the personnel basket tramsédnd adopts his opinion that Johnson
complied with industry standards and was not neglig

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Richardson filed suit against SEACO®&sserting ordinary negligence claims
pursuant to the general maritime I&wThe Court has subject matter jurisdiction over
this matter pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1333, which eosfon the federal district courts
original jurisdiction over admiralty ah maritime claims. Venue and personal
jurisdiction are not disputed and are thereforabbshed.

To state a cause of actidar negligence under general maritime law, a “ptédfn
must demonstrate that there was a duty owethkeydefendant to the plaintiff, breach of
that duty, injury sustained by plaintiffnd a causal connection between defendant’s
conduct and the plaintiff's injury?? “[A] party’s negligence is actionable only if it ia
legal cause’ of the plaintiffs injuries,’'which *“is something more than %but for’
causation, and the negligence mustbeubstantial factor’in the injuryt¥ Additionally,
the comparative negligence doctrine ofngeal maritime law “bars an injured party
from recovering for damages sustained as a reguiisoown fault.** If more than one
party is responsible, liability ispportioned on the basis of fadit.

Richardson bears the burden of provingabgreponderance of the evidence that

SEACOR was negligent. Under general niare law, a defendant owes a duty of

1R. Doc. 1.

22]n reCooper/T. Smith, 929 F.2d 1073, 1077 (5th Cir. 1991).

13 Donaghey v. Ocean Drilling & Exploration Co., 974 F.2d 646, 649 (5th Cir. 1992) (internal quaia
marks and citations omitted).

14 Boudreaux v. United States, 280 F.3d 461, 466 (5th Cir. 2002).

15 Seeid.
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ordinary care under the circumstances, including dluty to provide a safe means of

ingress to and egress from the ved8dlhe Court finds SEACOR owed a duty to provide
Richardson a reasonably safe meansegfess from the liftboat. The Court finds

Richardson has not established by a mregerance of the evidence that SEACOR
breached this duty, let alone that SEACOReged negligence was the legal cause of
Richardson’s injuries.

Based on the credible testimony of SEACORct witnesses who stated they saw
Richardson prematurely take one foot off thesket in an attempt to step off the basket
before it landed on the deck, and Robert Watsoxgeet opinion that Johnson followed
industry standards and was not negligent in respuopdo Richardson’s actions, the
Court finds the Plaintiff has not proven byeeponderance of the evidence the elements
required to establish negligence under gahenaritime law. The Court finds SEACOR
did not breach its duty to provide Richaoasa reasonably safe means of egress from
the liftboat to the crew boat. The Cournhdis the sole cause of the incident was
Richardson’s unsafe decision to take one fofbthe basket and attempt to step onto the
deck of the crew boat before the baskefealanded on the deck of the M/V CHASE.
This action was contrary to his training anatindustry’s best practice, which is to keep

two feet on the basket until the basket reachesiduok.

16 See Lowry v. Overseas Bulk Tank Corp., 62 F.3d 397 (5th Cir. 1995) (unpublished) (“Ing¢&d with this
duty [toward those lawfully aboard the vessel whre aot crewmembers] is the duty to provide a safe
means of ingress to the vesselMebert v. Specialized Envtl. Res. LLC, No. 12-0071, 2013 WL 1215443, at
*5 (E.D. La. Mar. 25, 2013) (Feldman, J.) (“Genenaaritime law imposes a duty on vessel owners to
provide a reasonably safe means ofriess and egress to its passengerse®; also Ross v. John E.
Graham & Sons, 189 F.3d 466 (5th Cir. 1999) (unpublishgdA vessel owner must provide a passenger
with a reasonably safe means of boarding or diserkibg, including the provision of proper gangways,
landing places, and personnel assistanctgssey v. Williams-McWilliams, Inc., 414 F.2d 675, 677 (5th
Cir. 1969) (stating “the Judge seemed to ignore lthsic nature of the case—the duty of Shipowner to
afford a safe ingress and egress to crew membamsng aboard or leaving the derrick bargé)orida
Fuels, Inc. v. Citgo Petroleum Corp., 6 F.3d 330, 336 (5th Cir. 1998)in such a case, the wharfowner
does not undertake to provide a gangplank becavsge@ne assumes the vessel will provide its crettwi
adequate means of egress and ingress.”).
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CONCLUSION
Based on the above Findings of Fact and Conclusidiaw, the Court finds that
Plaintiff Anthony Richardson, Jhas failed to meet his bued of proving that SEACOR
breached its duty to provide him a safeeans of egress from the INTERVENTION.
Accordingly, the Court finds that the Defeamit SEACOR Liftboats LLC is entitled to
judgment in its favor. The Court will enter adigment to that effect by separate order.

New Orleans, Louisiana, this 16th day of July, 2015.

UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE
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