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1. PREAMBLE.

1. The following is the final draft report on the investigation carried out by the
Marine Casualty Investigation Board into the foundering of the vessel “PISCES”
with the loss of five lives on 28 July, 2002 near Fethard-on-Sea, Co. Wexford.

2. The investigation was carried out in accordance with Section 26 of the
Merchant Shipping (Investigation of Marine Casualties) Act, 2000.

3. The purpose of this investigation is to establish the cause, or causes, of this
incident and to make recommendations for the avoidance of similar marine
casualties in the future.

4. The Marine Casualty Investigation Board is precluded by law from attributing
blame or fault.

5. The Marine Casualty Investigation Board would like to express its appreciation
and gratitude to all who assisted in this investigation, and in particular:

Commissioners of Irish Lights
Port of Waterford Company;
Irish Naval Service;
Receiver of Wreck, Customs and Excise, Waterford; and
Garda Underwater Unit.
All persons involved in the search, rescue and recovery operation.
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2. SYNOPSIS

A small fishing vessel, known locally as the “PISCES”, sailed from Fethard Pier,
Co. Wexford, at about 10.30 a.m. on 28th July, 2002 carrying a skipper and a
party of nine passengers.

Shortly after 11.45 a.m. the vessel rolled over to one side and sank very
quickly. The skipper had managed to send a brief distress message which was
picked up by other vessels in the area.

Another vessel in the area, the “St. Coran”, proceeded to the last known
location of the “Pisces” and discovered a number of people floating in the
water. Nine people were recovered from the water of which four were
pronounced dead on return to Fethard pier. The body of the remaining person
was recovered from the seabed, in the vicinity of the wreck, the following day. 
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3. FACTUAL INFORMATION 
Description of the “PISCES”

The “Pisces” is of typical “half-decker” construction with a raised fo’c’sle and a
small wheelhouse built into the fo’c’sle.  The area aft of the wheelhouse was
decked.  The principal particulars of the vessel are as follows:-

Built: Late 1970’s at Kinvara, Co. Galway.

Construction: Wood (carvel build).

Length Overall: 8 metres (26 ft.).

Registered Length: 7.77 metres (25.5).

Registered Breadth: 2.59 metres (8.5ft).

Registered Depth: 0.76 metres (2.5ft).

Gross Tonnage: 2.44.

Port of Registry: Dublin.

Fishing Number: D 397.

Current owner: Mr. Patrick Barden, Ralph, 
Fethard on Sea, Co.Wexford.

MACHINERY and MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT.

The vessel was fitted with a FORD FSD, 4 cylinder diesel engine with a power
output of about 38 Kws (Kilowatts){50.93 horsepower}. This replaced the
original engine, a Kelvin model P4, with a power output of 15 Kw. The engine
was connected to a single propeller via a conventional tailshaft and sterntube
arrangement. 

Fuel for the engine was stored in a tank of about 30 litres capacity located in
the forward part of the vessel under the fo’c’sle deck.  A second fuel tank was
located aft but this was not in use.  The engine speed and propeller direction
could be remotely controlled from the wheelhouse.

An hydraulically powered net/pot hauler was located on the starboard forward
part of the deck area.

Two electric bilge pumps were fitted in the compartment under the main deck.
One of these pumps was started automatically by a float switch. The vessel was
not fitted with a bilge level alarm. The purpose of a bilge level alarm is to
alert a skipper of the build-up of water in the bilges of his vessel.
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The vessel had originally been fitted with a manually operated bilge pump
located on the port forward area of the working deck, but this had been
removed from the vessel prior to the incident.

STEERING ARRANGEMENT.

The rudder was operated by a manual hydraulic arrangement whereby the
operation of the helm produced a corresponding displacement of fluid in a
hydraulic ram located in the after-decked compartment.  This ram was
attached to the rudder tiller (a lever which passed through the transom) which,
in turn, was attached to the top of the rudderstock (bar on which the rudder is
mounted).  This arrangement ensured that any movement of the helm (steering
wheel) in the wheelhouse caused a corresponding movement of the rudder (see
Appendix 1). 

LIFESAVING APPLIANCES.

Mr. Barden (the Skipper) maintains that the following lifesaving appliances were
carried on the vessel prior to the incident: -

• 2 plain lifebuoys, stowed in the forward space under the fo’c’sle deck.

• 2 smoke and 2 hand flares, stowed in the forward compartment.

• 1 hand flare, stowed in the wheelhouse.

• 1 lifejacket, stowed in the wheelhouse.

NAVIGATIONAL / RADIO EQUIPMENT.

The vessel was equipped with:-

• 1 magnetic compass.

• 1 echo-sounder (colour).

• 1 VHF radio (ICOM-56) with associated antenna.

• Navigation lights on the port and starboard sides of the wheelhouse.

The skipper carried a mobile telephone.
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TANKS WITHIN THE VESSEL.

• A fuel storage tank located aft (not in use).

• A tank for the hydraulic oil used in the net/pot hauler system was 
located on the starboard side of the wheelhouse.

• A 30 litre tank, located under the fo’c’sle deck, which supplied the fuel 
for the engine. (The skipper had filled this tank prior to departing 
Fethard on the morning of the incident).
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4. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE “PISCES”.

The following is a more detailed description of the arrangement of the vessel.

The “Pisces” is an 8 metre (26ft) long wooden fishing vessel of typical “half-
decker” design. The vessel is of carvel construction (i.e. the hull is formed
from flush wooden planking).  It is understood that the vessel was built in
Kinvara, Co. Galway, in the late 1970’s but a precise date cannot be
established. 

The hull is formed from longitudinal planks of timber (probably larch) laid onto
transverse oak frames spaced at distances of about 330mm (13 inches) - 380mm
(15 inches) apart.  In order to protect the side of the hull from damage during
net or pot hauling, a double layer of planking was fitted on the outside of the
hull on the starboard side in way of the net/pot hauler.  The vessel was not
fitted with any transverse bulkheads or divisions and accordingly, had no
watertight compartments within the hull.

The vessel was fitted with a raised deck (fo’c’sle deck) in the forward part
which extended for 2.43 metres (8 ft) aft from the bow and then “stepped
down” to open deck level.  The wheelhouse was incorporated into this fo’c’sle
deck and forward compartment and extended slightly aft into the area of the
working deck.  The forward side of the wheelhouse was located 1.65 metres
(5.5 ft) from the bow.  An access door was located in the aft side of the
wheelhouse which opened outwards on to the deck.  An open, working deck,
then extended aft 4.7 metres (15.5ft) to a small decked compartment at the
extreme aft part of the vessel.  This compartment extended 0.76 metres (2.5ft)
forward from the transom (the aft end of the vessel) and housed the rudder
operating mechanism.  A transverse bulkhead extended from the deck of this
after compartment down to the open deck level. The open deck was fitted with
a transverse wooden planking “pound-board” type of division located 3.6
metres (11.75 ft) aft of the wheelhouse, which effectively divided the open
deck into two working areas (see Appendix 2).  This transverse division had
openings cut at deck level on both the port and starboard sides to facilitate
fore and aft drainage.

An access opening was cut in the main deck immediately over the engine.  This
opening was 1020mm (40 inches) long and 900mm (35 inches) wide and was
fitted with a raised coaming 270mm (10.5 inches) high.  A hatch cover was
positioned on top of this coaming but had been lost in the sinking or recovery
of the vessel as it was unsecured.

An opening 720mm (28 inches) long and 495mm (19 inches) wide was cut in the
open deck area just forward of the engine access hatch to provide access to
the forward bilge pump.

An opening 330mm (13 inches) long and 480mm (19 inches) wide was cut in the
open deck area aft of the engine access hatch to provide access to the sealing
gland of the sterntube.  A small raised wooden “lip”, 25mm (1 inch) high, was 
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formed around the edges of this opening.  A steel cover, fitted with rubber
gasketing, was intended to be secured on top of this “lip”, by a bolt and
strongback arrangement, in order to seal the opening. 

A small opening was cut in the transverse bulkhead of the aft (steering)
compartment with its lower edge 90mm (3.5 inches) above the deck. This
opening was 345mm (13.5 inches) high and 450mm (18 inches) wide. Mr. Barden
(the Skipper) stated that this opening had been fitted with a cover.

Two small openings, one of irregular shape 80mm (3 inches) long and 40mm (1.5
inches) wide and the other of circular shape 50mm (2 inches) diameter, were
cut in the main deck immediately under the net/pot hauler through which its
hydraulic hoses passed down to the engine area.

A total of 6 freeing ports (small drainage openings in the hull at deck level)
were cut in the sides of the hull in the area of the main deck extending from
the forward side of the engine hatch to the transverse “pound board” or deck
dividing structure (see Appendix 2).  These were 190mm (7.5 inches) long and
40mm (1.5 inches) high with three located on each side of the vessel.  The port
aft freeing port was fitted with a vertically sliding wooden block which could
be used to seal the opening.  None of the other freeing ports was fitted with
any such sealing device.

A safety rail, about 300mm (12 inches) high, was fitted on top of the gunwhale
on the port and starboard sides of the vessel except in the area of the net/pot
hauler and 1.75metres (5.75 ft) aft of it.
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5. MODIFICATIONS TO THE “PISCES”.

The “Pisces” had originally been built as an open boat in the area aft of the
wheelhouse and the sides of the vessel would have been intact from the
gunwhale to the waterline.  This arrangement ensured that the vessel had more
than adequate “freeboard”, (i.e. the distance measured from the top of the
gunwhale to the waterline) which provided good protection from water
entering the vessel as it rolled in a sea way or rough weather conditions.
However, the vessel was later modified by the addition of a new working deck
in the area aft of the wheelhouse.  It is understood that this modification was
carried out between 1991 and 1993.

When this new deck was fitted, six freeing ports (drainage openings) were cut
in the sides of the vessel at the level of this new deck to facilitate the run-off
of any water on the deck.  However, this modification changed the effective
freeboard from the original distance of bulwark to waterline of 550mm (about
22 inches) to a new distance of deck edge to waterline of 76mm (about 3
inches) (see Appendix 3).  It should be noted that this arrangement would also
permit water to flow on to the deck through these openings as no arrangements
were fitted to prevent this backflow.

The vessel was originally fitted, at the time of its condition survey in April,
1999 (see Appendix 4), with a model Kelvin P4. This engine was replaced during
the time of Mr. Robert Chapman’s ownership with the Ford unit, (the engine on
board on the day of the incident) described on page 5 above. It appears that
the total weight of the replacement gearbox and engine was 311 Kg., compared
to a total weight of 304 Kg. for the original engine. This small difference was
not considered relevant to the sinking of the vessel.
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6. OWNERSHIP OF THE “PISCES”.

The “Pisces” was purchased by Mr. Barden from a Mr. Robert Chapman,
Co.Wexford on 31st May, 2002.  However, Mr. Chapman remains the registered
owner of the vessel according to the Sea Fishing Boat Register of the
Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources.  Mr. Chapman
had applied to the Department for a licence to engage in commercial sea
fishing and a licence was issued in his name on June 2nd 1999.  Mr. Chapman
was required to submit a condition survey report in respect of the vessel. He
submitted such a report to the Department of the Marine and Natural Resources
(as it then was) dated the 19th April, 1999, which stated that the vessel was
“in a safe and seaworthy condition and suitable for engaging in commercial sea
fishing”. (see Appendix 4).  

The original licence which was issued to the “Pisces” was valid until 30th June,
2001.  This licence was subsequently renewed in Mr.Chapman’s name from July
1st 2001 until June 30th 2004.  Such licenses are not transferable on the sale of
a vessel and accordingly, Mr. Barden was not entitled to use the vessel for
commercial sea fishing.  The Department of Communications, Marine and
Natural Resources was not notified of the change of ownership of this vessel as
is required by legislation.

When Mr. Barden purchased the “Pisces” he re-painted the hull and
wheelhouse.  He maintains that he checked the condition of the hull with a
knife and was generally satisfied with it’s condition.  He was aware that one
area on the port side had been patched previously and would need permanent
repair at some time in the future.  However, he did not regard this matter as
being urgent as there was no water leakage through this area.

Mr. Barden maintains that he intended to use the vessel for pleasure and for
bringing out groups of people, with whom he was familiar, for sea angling trips.

He also maintains that during one voyage on July 23rd 2002 (five days prior to
the incident), the engine temperature gauge indicated an overheating problem.
The cause of this problem was traced to a cooling water pipe becoming
detached from the gearbox oil cooler, which resulted in the cooling water being
pumped directly into the boat. The bilge pumps were used to clear this water
overboard and the pipe was repaired on return to port.

The rise in engine temperature in this incident acted in place of a “bilge (or
flooding) alarm” in that it alerted Mr. Barden who looked down under the deck
and detected the ingress of water from the detached pipe.

The previous owner, Mr. Chapman, states that a flooding incident occurred during
his period of ownership of the vessel. Mr. Chapman became aware of the “queer
/ heavy” feel of the boat and upon investigation saw that water was entering the
vessel from a crack in the pipe from the seacock to the engine cooling pump. The
water was up around the propeller shaft. The water was pumped overboard by
the two electric pumps and the leak was repaired with tape.
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On the day of the casualty when Mr. Barden noticed the vessel roll to starboard
and then not recover to the upright position the “flooding alarm” came too late
for any effective remedial action to be taken.

In all of these flooding incidents the presence of a correctly located and
installed bilge alarm would have alerted the skipper to the flooding at a much
earlier stage allowing appropriate corrective action to be taken. 

CONTD.



7. REQUIREMENTS FOR REGISTRATION AS A FISHING VESSEL.

The “Pisces” was registered as a fishing vessel at the time of the incident and
as such should have complied with the safety equipment, fire-fighting
equipment and radio requirements for fishing vessels. Details of these
requirements are set out in Appendix 5. The “Pisces” did not comply with all of
the legal requirements as set out in this Appendix.

8. PASSENGER BOAT LICENSING REQUIREMENTS.

A boat, which carries less than twelve passengers for hire or reward, is
regarded as a passenger boat under the Merchant Shipping Act, 1992. Such
boats are required to hold a passenger boat licence issued by the Department
of Communications, Marine & Natural Resources. A passenger boat is defined in
section 2 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1992. Section 14(1) prohibits the use of
a vessel as a passenger boat unless a passenger boat licence is in force in
relation to it (see Appendix 6).

In order to obtain such a licence the boat must be surveyed by a Surveyor from
the Department of Communications, Marine & Natural Resources. The
requirements cover the design, construction, stability, life-saving appliances,
fire-fighting appliances as well as radio equipment. Full details of the safety
equipment required at the time of the incident are given in Appendix 7. The
Pisces was carrying nine passengers for reward on the 28th of July 2002, the
day of the incident. However, eight of these passengers intended to engage in
sea-angling and under the terms of the Licensing of Passenger Boats
(Exemption)(Number 2) Regulations, 2001, the vessel would have been exempt
from the requirements to hold a passenger boat licence provided the
passengers were engaged in sea-angling and the boat remained within three
miles of land. However, the ninth passenger James Cooney, was not engaged in
sea angling and had made it known that he had no intention of doing so prior to
departing Fethard. Accordingly, the presence of Mr. Cooney on board the Pisces
meant that a passenger boat licence was required and the boat should have
complied with the requirements for a passenger boat licence outlined above.

In addition the vessel should have complied with the Load-Line requirements as
set out in SI 424 2001 Merchant Shipping (Load- Line) Rules, as the vessel was
being used as a passenger boat in addition to being a fishing vessel.  These
Rules require that the vessel meet stability and construction standards.
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EVENTS PRIOR

9. EVENTS LEADING TO THE INCIDENT.

The “Pisces” sailed from Fethard pier at about 10.30 a.m. on the morning of
July 28th 2002.  

The weather report from Met Eireann for the area near Baginbun Head, between
8 a.m. and 12 noon on July 28th 2002, was as follows (see also Appendix 8):

Winds: South Westerly, Force 5.

Weather: Mostly cloudy with some drizzle and mist.

Visibility: Poor.

Locally observed conditions at the time were of fog with visibility down to 50
yards. The sea conditions were observed to be slight with a swell running in the
Bay.

The “Pisces” was skippered by Mr. Patrick Barden and was carrying nine
passengers, as follows:

Mr. Shane O’Neill, 

Mr. Derek O’Connor,

Mr. Patrick Doyle, (Son of Mr. Seamus Doyle and brother of Mr. Mark Doyle).

Mr. Mark Doyle, (Son of Mr. Seamus Doyle and brother of Mr. Patrick Doyle).

Mr. Seamus Doyle, (Father of Mr. Patrick Doyle and Mr. Mark Doyle and Son in     
Law of Mr. James Cooney).

Mr. Paul Cullen, (Son of Mr. John Cullen)

Mr. James Cooney, (Grandfather of Mark and Patrick Doyle and Father in Law 
of Mr. Seamus Doyle).

Mr. John Cullen, (Father of Mr. Paul Cullen).

Mr. Martin Roche

Originally, ten persons had declared an interest in boarding the “Pisces”.
However, the skipper indicated that it would only be possible or practical for
eight persons to engage in angling at any time.  Mr. James Cooney, declared
that he was not interested in angling and that he would “come along for the
spin”.  The remaining person decided not to board the vessel.  Accordingly, the
complement of the “Pisces” consisted of the skipper, eight passengers intending
to engage in sea angling and Mr. Cooney who had not intended to engage in sea
angling.
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It was understood that a fee of €150 would be paid by the passengers to Mr.
Barden on the vessel’s return to Fethard after the day’s fishing. Mr. Barden
knew some of the passengers, as he had carried them on previous occasions,
and he was satisfied with this arrangement.

Prior to departure, Mr. Barden distributed the passengers in order to maintain
the boat as upright as possible.  He did not provide any form of safety briefing
or instruction to the passengers on procedures to be adopted by them in the
event of an emergency. 
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10. THE INCIDENT AND SUBSEQUENT EVENTS.

The “Pisces” proceeded initially to a location off Baginbun Head and then in an
easterly direction to another location.  Mr. Barden then decided to move to a
third location in a northeasterly direction.  A number of survivors recall that, as
the vessel rolled, water was observed coming in through the freeing ports and
on to the deck.  They also observed that water flowed back out again through
the freeing ports but some water would have flowed down through the deck
(see Appendix 9).  When the vessel had stopped to fish, on the first two
occasions, the skipper used the aft bilge pump to clear accumulated water
from the bilges (underdeck space).  There is no evidence that the forward
(automatic) bilge pump had started up to this point.

When the vessel stopped for the third time, it rolled more. Water was flowing
on to the deck and had accumulated to ankle depth.  After about 10 minutes at
this new location, some 1.5 miles to the East of Ingard Point, the “Pisces”
rolled to starboard and did not immediately recover to an upright position.  Mr.
Barden immediately started the manually activated electric bilge pump and
noted that the automatic bilge pump had also started.  One of the passengers
observed water issuing from the discharge pipe from the after bilge pump. This
flow was then reduced to a trickle and then stopped altogether. 

Mr. Barden then instructed one of the passengers to move from the starboard
side to the port side of the vessel in an attempt to correct the list.  The vessel
then developed a list to port.  Mr. Barden was very concerned at this situation
and decided to return to Fethard having instructed all passengers to move to
the centre of the vessel.  During the manoeuvre of turning the “Pisces” around
to the desired direction the vessel again listed heavily to starboard and a large
amount of water was taken on to the deck over the gunwhale towards the aft
end of the vessel and she began to sink.

Mr. Barden called Mr. Tommy Roche (skipper of the “St.Coran”) on the vessel’s
VHF radio which was set on Marine Channel 6 (usually used for ship to ship
communications).  However, it appears that Mr. Roche did not receive the
message as he could not hear it over the noise of his engine and requested Mr.
Barden to repeat the message.  Mr. Barden was leaving the wheelhouse when
he heard Mr. Roche’s request to repeat the message.  He went back into the
wheelhouse to respond to the request and managed to repeat the distress
message before the vessel sank.    

The vessel began to sink very quickly with the passengers being washed from
the deck as it did so.  The skipper was trapped within the wheelhouse and was
brought down with the vessel.  He managed to escape when the vessel struck
the bottom (depth 13 metres approx.) and swam to the surface.



11. EVENTS FOLLOWING THE FOUNDERING.

A number of vessels in the area heard the distress message on VHF Channel 6.
One of these vessels, the “Uisce Beatha”, advised the Irish Coast Guard of the
situation at 11.52 a.m. and they immediately initiated a search and rescue
operation. The skipper of another vessel, the “St Coran”, had not heard the
initial message from the “Pisces” because of his engine noise but did receive
the message from the “Uisce Beatha”.  The skipper of the “St.Coran” was
aware of the location of the “Pisces” as he had been talking to her skipper on
the VHF radio at an earlier stage and he had seen the vessel when the fog had
lifted slightly. He also noted the position of the “Pisces” on radar when she was
about 0.75 miles off the Point of Bannow. However, he now noticed that the
“Pisces” radar echo had disappeared from his radar screen and he decided to
proceed towards its last known position as quickly as possible. 

The “St.Coran” arrived at the scene after about 20 minutes and discovered a
number of people in the water.  The Skipper of the “St.Coran”, assisted by
those on board his vessel, managed to recover the skipper and eight of the
passengers of the “Pisces”.  The skipper of the “St.Coran” does not recall
seeing any lifesaving appliances floating in the water at this stage.  At about
12.23 p.m., when other vessels arrived in the area to continue the search for
the tenth person, the “St.Coran” left the scene to return to Fethard with the
nine that had been recovered.  On arrival in Fethard, a local doctor pronounced
dead four of those recovered.  The survivors were then transferred to Wexford
General Hospital.  The four passengers pronounced dead were identified as:

Mr. James Cooney,

Mr. Seamus Doyle,

Mr. John Cullen,

Mr. Martin Roche.

The five survivors, having been in the water for some time, were treated for
the effects of hypothermia.

The Irish Coast Guard maintained a full search and rescue operation and
concentrated on locating the missing person, Mark Doyle.  The search continued
for the remainder of the day on the 28th and resumed at first light on the
morning of the 29th.  At about 2 p.m. on the 29th of July, 2002, Mark Doyle’s
body was located by divers in the vicinity of the wreck of the “Pisces” on the
seabed.  This brought the total number of fatalities to five.
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12. SALVAGE OF THE “PISCES”.

To further the investigation it was decided to salvage the “Pisces”.  The Marine
Casualty Investigation Board (MCIB) chartered the “Granuaile” to lift the vessel.
The associated underwater operations were carried out by divers from the Irish
Naval Service assisted by divers from the Garda Underwater Unit.  At about
9.50 p.m. on July 29th the “Pisces” was lifted from the seabed. In the course
of this procedure the wheelhouse was caught between two airlifting bags and
demolished. The timber was found to be rotten. The naval divers have
confirmed that there was no damage to the hull while the vessel was on the
seabed, or during the lifting and recovery process. It was then placed on board
the deck of the “Granuaile” where an initial examination of the wreck was
carried out before being transported to Waterford Port. Upon arrival in
Waterford, the following morning, July 30th, further inspections and tests were
carried out while the vessel was on the deck of the “Granuaile”.  The “Pisces”
was placed back in the water for a brief period to confirm the suspicion that
the hull was not watertight and was then landed ashore and placed in secure
storage within Waterford Port, to facilitate further investigations and
examination (see Appendix 10 for Diver’s Report and Report from “Granuaile”).

19

SALVAGE



13. EXAMINATION OF THE “PISCES” AFTER THE INCIDENT.

HULL.
The planking, in some areas of the hull, was in a poor condition with some
sections rotten.  Repairs had been undertaken, utilising metal patches, in a
number of underwater locations.  On the port side of the bottom planking,
about 1 metre forward of the propeller (see photographs in Appendix 11), the
condition of the timber and the caulking (sealing between planks) was such
that it was suspected that the hull would not be watertight in this area.  This
suspicion was subsequently confirmed when the vessel was placed back in the
water in Dunmore East.  

The caulking was found to be in poor condition in a number of areas and
missing altogether in the area of the starboard side just under the forward
freeing port, leaving an open gap between planks (see photographs in Appendix
11).  It was calculated that, with the vessel loaded with weights equivalent to
the number of persons on board on the day of the incident, the water ingress
through this gap would have been about 490 litres per hour.

These defects were of a long-standing nature and had become progressively
worse over time.

The following is a summary of the defects noted in the hull of the “Pisces”:-

STARBOARD SIDE. 
• 1 metre aft of stem, No.1 plank from keel, abrasion noted on surface of 

timber.
• 1.1 metres aft of stem, steel patch about 150mm x 75mm applied to 

timber. 
• Amidships, approximately under the forward end of the engine, abrasion 

to planks Nos. 5 & 6 up from keel.
• Amidships, 0.18 metres below deck edge at forward freeing port, 

caulking missing between planks with consequent through-opening, 
about 30mm long and 4mm deep.

• Forward of propeller,  No. 2 plank from keel, steel patch about 200mm x 
120mm applied to planking. The timber in way of this patch was in very 
poor condition. 

PORT SIDE.
• 3 metres aft of stem, Nos. 1 & 2 planks from keel, very little caulking 

remaining.
• Under forward freeing port, about 2 planks down from the deck edge, 

copper patch about 600mm x 120mm. The fastenings for securing the 
patch were loose in the timber and the timber was rotten in the area of 
the patch.  

• 1 metre forward of propeller, No. 1 plank from keel, timber and caulking 
rotten.
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DECK.
The open fishing deck had been constructed from sheets of plywood, which had
simply been butted together without any sealing arrangements for the joints.
Accordingly, the deck, as constructed, was not weathertight. A large crack was
noted in the deck on the port side just aft of the wheelhouse. When water was
applied to the deck it was noted to be leaking down through the butt joints in
numerous locations.  

The opening, forward of the engine hatch, was meant to have planking loosely
fitted which could be removed to provide access to the bilge pump below. This
planking was missing and could have been lost when the vessel sank. However,
even if fitted, the arrangement could not have ensured a weathertight closure
of this opening.

The coaming around the engine hatch was of sound construction but the hatch
cover was missing and was probably lost when the vessel sank. However, no
means was evident to secure the hatch cover in position.

The opening aft of the engine hatch was provided with a steel cover fitted with
rubber gasketing. It was intended that this cover would be secured in position
by a bolt which passed downwards from the cover and passed through a
strongback (bar) underneath the opening which would then be tightened into
position by a nut screwed upwards along the bolt and bearing on the
strongback. When examined, it was noted that, whilst the cover was lying in
the area of the opening, the thread of the bolt and its nut were so corroded
and seized that they could not have been utilised to secure the cover in its
correct position. It would also appear that this had been the situation for some
time previously. It was also noted that it would have been very difficult, if not
impossible, for anyone to reach the nut from underneath in order to tighten it
properly.

The cover for the opening in the bulkhead for the steering compartment was
missing.

The port aft freeing port was the only one fitted with a means of sealing. When
the vessel was salvaged, this cover was observed to be open. However, the
divers, involved in the salvage of the vessel, reported that it had been closed.
They opened it in order to rig the lifting strops. None of the other five freeing
ports were fitted with any means of sealing and there was no evidence that any
means of closure had been fitted before the incident.

The wheelhouse was demolished during the salvage operation.

Loose iron/steel ballast had been placed on top of the frames in the underdeck
areas on each side of the engine and in the area aft of the engine. It is possible
that this ballast moved during the sinking and subsequent salvage operations.
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ENGINE.

The engine was cooled by seawater drawn through a skin fitting on the hull
located on the starboard side of the vessel just under the deck dividing
structure. Water then passed through a valve and strainer arrangement via
flexible piping to the engine driven “Jabsco” type pump. Seawater first passes
from this pump to the gearbox oil cooler and then to the combined engine oil
and freshwater cooler. From here, the water passes to the “wet-exhaust”
system via a water-seal arrangement located in the steering gear compartment.
The water then passes overboard, together with the exhaust gases, through a
fitting in the transom which was located about 640mm below the deck level.
All of the piping, and systems associated with this cooling system, were
pressure tested and found to be intact without any significant leakage.

BILGE PUMPS.

The two bilge pumps (“RULE” – Model 10, each of about 2.000 U.S. gallons/hour
capacity) were electrically operated from the vessel’s 12volt battery. They
were of a submersible design (i.e. they sat on the bottom of the boat and could
be immersed in water) and sucked water directly from the area in which they
were lying. Each pump was fitted with a flexible plastic discharge hose which
passed upwards through the deck and discharged just below the gunwhale on
the port side of the vessel.

The forward pump was located in the fourth frame space aft from the forward
end of the main deck and was secured to the bottom of the boat by screws. It
was equipped with a float switch (also secured to the bottom) which would
automatically start the pump when sufficient water was present to activate the
float. Electrical power was supplied to this unit through a “rocker” type switch
located in the wheelhouse. This switch had three positions, “Auto”, “Off” and
“Manual On” and was normally left in the “Auto” position so that it would
operate automatically especially when the vessel was unattended in port or at
moorings. An indicator light was provided in the wheelhouse which would
illuminate when the pump was operating. The electrical wiring connections to
this pump and the float switch were of a poor standard and the wiring was not
led directly upwards and out of the “wet” area. During the inspection, slight
movement of this wiring led to one connection parting. This particular
connection was located in the “wet” area and merely consisted of wires
twisted together and wrapped in insulating tape.

The aft pump was located in the frame space immediately aft of the engine
hatch and was not secured in position but appeared to rely on the rigidity of
the discharge hose to keep it in position. It was controlled by a manual
“on/off” switch located in the wheelhouse.

When inspected, a piece of steel ballast was found lying across the discharge
hose causing partial flattening of the hose with resultant reduction in cross
sectional area.
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The wiring and connections associated with this pump were of a superior
condition to that of the forward pump. In this case the wiring was routed
upward in such a way that the first electrical connection was out of the “wet”
area and would normally be kept dry.

Many of the electrical connections used consisted of simply twisting the wires
together and wrapping them in insulating tape. Some connections were
supported by the use of plastic cable ties.

Submersible pumps of this type require the first electrical connection, on the
wiring leading from the pump, to be located outside any “wet” area, i.e.
outside any area where water might accumulate. If water can gain access to
these connections, it can be drawn along the wiring by capillary action and into
the motor itself leading to its failure.

Unlike the forward pump, the aft pump did not have an “auto start” switch.
The significance of this is that as water entered through the hull and down
through the deck, it flowed aft, because the vessel was trimmed by the stern
and the aft pump could not operate to clear this water, because it did not have
the “auto start” switch. It was not until the skipper realised the seriousness of
the situation (after the vessel had rolled to starboard and did not recover to
the upright position) that the aft pump was started manually and the forward
pump was started by its auto start switch. At this stage a fish box had started
floating on the deck beside one of the passengers who noted that the water on
deck was ankle deep. By this time the progressive flooding had already led to a
dangerous build up of water on deck and in the bilge, and the vessel had lost
positive stability and become liable to capsize.

On August 8th 2002, an attempt was made to operate these pumps using a 12-
volt battery as a power source. Initially, neither pump would operate and
examination indicated short circuit conditions in the motor circuits. It was also
discovered that the float switch, associated with the forward pump, was
indicating closed in any position. The pumps, and the associated wiring, were
allowed to “dry-out” for about six days. They were then tested again and both
pumps operated satisfactorily.  Observations indicated that the seals on the
pumps, which separate the motor from the water being pumped, were
effective. Consequently, it is reasonable to assume that the water ingress at
the connections had contributed to the failure of the pumps to operate after
the vessel was salvaged. Furthermore, witness statements confirm that water
was issuing from both overboard discharges prior to the loss of the vessel.  

STEERING ARRANGEMENT.

The steering arrangement was found to be operational and would have been
effective before the incident. It was noted that excessive “free-play” existed in
the tiller arrangement allowing about 40mm of movement. However, this would
not have resulted in an inability to steer the vessel.
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STABILITY ANALYSIS.

The description, by survivors, of events on board the “Pisces” on the day of the
incident, indicated that it would be necessary to establish the stability
characteristics of the vessel. In order to do this it was necessary to produce
accurate drawings of the external shape of the hull of the vessel since no
construction or other drawings could be located. A specialist was engaged to
undertake this process and the necessary drawings, showing the shape of the
hull, were produced. This enabled certain physical data for the hull to be
developed which would be necessary in the stability analysis. However, this
data only enabled a theoretical analysis to be produced and it was necessary to
obtain other physical information to verify or confirm this theoretical data.

In order to obtain this physical data, it was decided that the vessel would be
placed back in the water. It was necessary to ensure that it was placed in water
of density similar to that in the area where the incident occurred. It was
confirmed that these conditions existed in the port of Dunmore East and
accordingly, the “Pisces” was transported by road to Dunmore East on
September 1st 2002, and placed back in the water by crane. The weather
conditions in Dunmore East were ideal on that day for carrying out the various
tests and measurements.

However, before the vessel was placed in the water, it was decided to seal the
area on the starboard side where a gap was known to exist in the caulking. This
was necessary to prevent any water ingress when the vessel was placed back in
the water as the presence of such water, within the hull, could have an adverse
effect on the accuracy and validity of the experiments and measurements
taken with the vessel afloat.  However, when the vessel was placed back in the
water, leakage was observed in the area of the rotten area of planking on the
bottom port aft side of the vessel (previously observed during the detailed
inspection in Waterford). It was necessary to provide temporary sealing of this
area to enable the inclining experiment to be carried out successfully.

In order to re-create, as accurately as possible, the condition of the “Pisces” on
the day of the incident, it was necessary to roughly re-construct the
wheelhouse in order that its weight would be in the same location. This re-
construction was carried out.

When the vessel was afloat, it was possible to determine a number of essential
physical measurements, as follows:

• The manner in which the vessel floated, e.g. depth forward and aft, 
whether it floated upright, etc.

• The waterline of the vessel.

• The distance (freeboard) from the deck edge to the waterline.

• The distance from the bulwark to the waterline.
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This information enabled essential data to be determined in relation to the
weight (displacement) of the vessel itself. However, in order to determine the
stability characteristics of the vessel, when afloat in this condition, it was
necessary to carry out a test called an “inclining experiment”. In this test,
known weights are moved from side to side within the vessel and the
corresponding angles of heel (see Appendix 9) are measured. This, together
with the physical data already established, enabled the stability characteristics
of the vessel to be determined.

It was now decided to place a number of persons on board the vessel to
simulate, as accurately as possible, the loaded condition of the “Pisces” on the
day of the incident.  From statements taken from survivors it was possible to
determine the approximate weights and locations of those on board. Volunteers
of similar weights were now placed on board in those approximate locations.
This was important since it was not just a matter of placing equivalent weights
on board but trying to re-create the heights of such weights as well. A
pendulum was again used to measure the angles of heel as these people were
moved about within the boat. The following was the result of this test:

With all persons in their original positions, the vessel was almost upright.

One person was then moved from port to starboard which caused an angle of
heel of about 7 degrees to starboard.

A second person was now moved from the port side to the centre of the vessel
and it was noted that freeing ports on the starboard side had been submerged
and water began to flow onto the deck.

These two people were then returned to their original positions.

It was now decided to move one person from the starboard side to the port side
and the resulting angle of heel was just under 7 degrees to port.

A second person was then moved from starboard to port.  The angle of heel
exceeded 7 degrees and the freeing ports on the port side were just level with
the waterline.

These two people then returned to their original positions and the test was
concluded.

The slight difference in the behaviour of the vessel when moving from port to
starboard and from starboard to port can be explained by the additional weight
of the pot hauler being located on the starboard side. 

The information gleaned from the physical measurements taken and the
inclining experiments were now evaluated using the normal criteria for
determining stability of vessels. This information was then used to develop a
number of different models of the stability characteristics of the “Pisces” on
the day of the incident with the number, weight and distribution of 
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those on board on that day. The examples taken for which models were
developed covered the following conditions: -

• Vessel proceeding to sea with bilges dry (no water within hull).

• Vessel proceeding to sea with 100 kg of water in the bilges.

• Vessel proceeding to sea with 500 kg of water in the bilges.

• Vessel proceeding to sea with 1,000 kg of water in the bilges.

• Vessel proceeding to sea with 100 kg of water in the bilges and water on 
deck.

• Vessel proceeding to sea with 100 kg of water in the bilges, water on
deck and subject to wave action.

The outcome of this analysis indicated that the “Pisces” failed to meet any of
the internationally accepted standards for the stability of such a vessel in any
of these conditions.

It shows that, even with small amounts of water in the bilges, the vessel has a
poor range of stability, i.e. angles through which it can roll before it becomes
unstable. However, it also shows that a very small amount of water on the deck
of the vessel can create an unstable situation very quickly.

It is worth noting that in the stability test required for licensing of a passenger
boat, all passengers are placed on one side of the vessel and in this condition
the vessel is not permitted to heel more than 7 degrees.
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14. RESULTS or FINDINGS OF THE VARIOUS INVESTIGATIONS,
INSPECTIONS and TESTS.

The examination of the “Pisces” has shown that the vessel was in an un-seaworthy
condition. The hull of the vessel was in poor condition with numerous areas of
leakage allowing water to gain access to the hull. The deck was in very poor
condition with numerous areas where water could flow downwards into the spaces
below deck. This included some very large openings which were not fitted with
proper means of closure or sealing.  

The cutting of the freeing ports in the sides of the vessel, associated with the fitting
of the working deck, had drastically reduced the freeboard which is intended to
prevent water getting into the vessel. In addition, these freeing ports were not
fitted with any means of preventing water from flowing back on to the deck.

The electrical wiring, associated with the bilge pumping system, was of a poor
standard with unsuitable connections used to join wires together and wiring being
routed incorrectly to protect these connections from becoming wet.

The manner in which the steel ballast was unsecured within the hull meant that it
could shift very easily and contribute to a list, damage electrical and mechanical
components or interfere with the integrity of flexible piping within the hull.

The vessel was basically unstable when carrying the ten people on board on the
day of the incident. Even the movement of one or two people from side to side
caused large angles of heel.

The vessel did not comply with the applicable legislation  (please see Sections 7 &
8 of this Report).  The vessel would not have qualified for the issue of a passenger
boat licence on grounds of poor hull and deck construction and condition,
subdivision and stability criteria, and the lack of life-saving appliances and fire-
fighting equipment on board.

The vessel did not carry sufficient lifesaving appliances for the number of people
on board. An inflatable liferaft capable of accommodating all passengers and a
lifejacket for every passenger should have been on board.

Only one lifebuoy was located after the incident. This was located in the forward
compartment, and was stowed in such a manner that it did not float free when
the vessel sank. Mr. Barden maintains that a second lifebuoy was on board. This
second lifebuoy was not observed floating in the area of the sinking nor has it
been recovered since. The divers, involved in the salvage operation, stated that
they had noticed a lifejacket in the wheelhouse but this was not on board the
vessel when salvaged. However, it is possible that it might have floated free when
the wheelhouse collapsed. Two hand flares and two smoke flares were recovered
but were noted to have passed their expiry date of December, 2001. 

The weight and position of the replacement engine and gearbox is substantially
the same as the one replaced and had no bearing on this tragedy.
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15. CONCLUSIONS

The “Pisces” was lost because the vessel was unseaworthy, overloaded and
unstable.  The vessel foundered as a result of a rapid and serious loss of
stability. This loss of stability was caused by an accumulation of water in the
space under the working deck and an accumulation of water on the working
deck itself.

The very poor condition of the hull and deck allowed water to gain access to
the hull which in turn caused the vessel to sink deeper in the water (initially by
the stern), which in turn permitted more water to gain access to the deck area
and because this deck was in such a non-weathertight condition with numerous
large openings, more water flowed downwards into the space below.

The modifications to the structure of the vessel, when the working deck was
fitted, resulted in a large reduction in the freeboard of the vessel.

The vessel did not carry sufficient lifesaving appliances for everyone on board.
The provision of a suitable inflatable liferaft would have ensured that all on
board might have survived. In addition, a lifejacket should have been provided
for everyone on board in order that they would stay afloat until they could
board the liferaft or be rescued.  

The stated cause of death was drowning. However, it is also probable that the
time spent in the water could have meant that hypothermia was a factor in
these deaths.

The distress message should have been transmitted on VHF Channel 16, which is
continuously monitored by the Irish Coast Guard and would have enabled an
immediate and co-ordinated response to be activated. However, in this case,
the distress was heard by other vessels in the area and they responded very
quickly.

The quick response and actions by the skipper of the “St.Coran” ensured that
survivors were rescued and it is possible that the death toll could have been
higher without this quick response, as those rescued were already suffering
from the effects of hypothermia.

The “Pisces” did not hold a passenger boat licence which was required for the
carriage of passengers. Furthermore, this vessel would not have qualified for
the issue of such a licence because of her configuration, poor condition and
lack of safety equipment.     

The bilge pump located in the aft part of the vessel, where the water would
have accumulated initially, was not fitted with an automatic float switch and
would only operate when switched on manually.
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16. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Unlicensed vessels should not be used for the carriage of passengers. The
operators of unlicensed vessels should be investigated and if found to be
operating illegally, prosecuted. Greater vigilance should be exercised by the
appropriate authorities in ensuring improved inspection and enforcement of the
law in this area.

2. The Merchant Shipping Act, 1992 should be better enforced to ensure that
passengers, being carried for reward on passenger vessels, are being carried in
safety.

3. All vessels, which proceed to sea carrying passengers, as defined by Section 2
of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1992, should be required to carry an approved
inflatable liferaft capable of accommodating all persons on board.  It should
also be ensured that skippers and all members of crew are properly trained in
their use.

4. All vessels that proceed to sea carrying passengers, as defined by Section 2 of
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1992, are required to carry an approved lifejacket
for every person on board.

5. All other vessels, (i.e. which are not otherwise licensed or certificated), should
have on board an approved lifejacket or personal flotation device (PFD) for
every person on board which should be worn at all times by every person when
on the open deck of such vessels.  It is the responsibility of the skipper or
person-in-charge, to ensure compliance with this.

6. The Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources should
ensure that a Marine Notice is issued warning of the dangers associated with
modifying vessels without proper evaluation of the consequences of such
modifications.

7. Bilge alarms or automatic pumps, having external running indication, should be
fitted to detect water accumulation in any underdeck spaces of all passenger
boats where such accumulation could have an adverse effect on the stability of
the vessel.

8. The Department of the Communications, Marine and Natural Resources should
initiate a publicity campaign aimed at increasing public awareness of the
requirement that any vessels, which carry passengers for reward, must be
properly certificated or licensed.

9. The Merchant Shipping Act, 1992 should be amended to require a more
efficient and user- friendly method of indicating to members of the public that
a particular passenger boat is licensed to carry passengers. The current
requirements, under the Act, do not provide for any indication of when a
licence expires and accordingly, members of the public cannot readily
determine whether a particular passenger boat has a current or valid licence.
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10. The Merchant Shipping Act, 1992 should be amended to ensure that an
obligation is placed on the owner, operator or skipper of all passenger boats to
produce the relevant passenger boat licence for inspection, if requested by a
passenger. The passenger boat licence should be carried on board at all times
when passengers are carried.

11. The Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources should
ensure that the Garda Siochana are made more aware of the requirements in
relation to the carriage of passengers in order to ensure better enforcement of
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1992. In addition, the Department should explore
other means of ensuring better enforcement of the Merchant Shipping Act,
1992, at local level.

12. The Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources should
ensure that an up to date Register of licensed vessels is readily available on the
Department’s website.

13. The Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources should
ensure that all skippers and/or persons in charge of the operation of passenger
boats have undertaken the appropriate training – boat handling, use of safety
equipment, lifesaving and fire-fighting equipment. This should be dealt with by
way of the introduction of a testing and licensing procedure. 

14. Owners of all vessels should ensure that where a change of ownership occurs
the appropriate authorities are notified in writing immediately.

15. The Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources should
establish procedures for ensuring that all vessels can be uniquely identified.

16. The Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources should
examine whether insurance provisions, similar to those which already apply to
vessels certificated to carry more than 12 passengers, should apply to vessels
licensed to carry 12 or less passengers to ensure that such vessels have
adequate insurance cover.

17. The skippers and operators of all passenger carrying vessels should ensure that
appropriate safety announcements are made, prior to leaving port, to ensure
that passengers are made aware of the locations of safety equipment and
advised on the appropriate procedures in the event of an emergency. 

18. A Marine Notice should be issued immediately advising owners / operators of
small craft of the correct marine radio communication procedures to be
followed when a vessel is at sea. This Notice should emphasise the importance
of maintaining an aural radio watch on the International Distress and Safety
VHF Channel 16 and the importance of transmitting aural Distress, Urgency and
Safety Calls on VHF Channel 16.
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19. All small vessels carrying up to 12 people for reward should be required to
install and maintain VHF radio equipment appropriate to the area of operation
of each vessel, as outlined in the Merchant Shipping (Passenger Boat)
Regulations, 2002, S.I. No. 273 of  2002.

20. A survey program should be put in place to ensure that registered fishing
vessels of up to 12 metres are compliant with the Fishing Vessel (Radio
Installations) Regulations, 1998, S.I. No. 544 of 1998.
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Appendix 1 General arrangement of “PISCES”.

Appendix 2 General arrangement of MFV “PISCES” on 28/7/’02.

Appendix 3 Freeboard before deck fitted and after deck fitted.

Appendix 4 Survey Report for Fishing Licence application MFV “Pisces” 
– Ref: 231/98.

Appendix 5 Legal requirements for status as a Fishing Vessel

Appendix 6 Extracts from the Merchant Shipping Act, 1992.

Appendix 7 Requirements for Issue of a Passenger Boat Licence.

Appendix 8 Met Eireann weather report.

Appendix 9 Diagrams showing water ingress and angle of heel.

Appendix 10 Divers Report and Report from “Granuaile”.

Appendix 11 Photographs of “Pisces” after recovery.
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“PISCES” after lift from seabed
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Appendix 1: General arrangement of “PISCES”.
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Appendix 2: General arrangement of MFV “PISCES” on 28/7/’02.
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Appendix 3: Freeboard before deck fitted and after deck fitted.



Appendix 4: Survey Report for Fishing Licence application MFV “Pisces” – Ref: 231/98.
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Appendix 5: Legal requirements for status as a Fishing Vessel
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Appendix 6 Extracts from the Merchant Shipping Act, 1992.
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Appendix 8 Met Eireann weather report.
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Appendix 9 Diagrams showing water ingress and angle of heel.
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Appendix 10 Divers Report and Report from “Granuaile”.
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COMMENTS / OBSERVATIONS RECEIVED
(each item of correspondence is followed by the MCIB response where
appropriate)

Note:All letters received are submissions which affected parties submitted in
response to the first Draft Report of 19th day of November, 2002 and the
second Draft Report of 9th day of April, 2003 and are entered in chronological
order. 

N.B. Some correspondence received by the MCIB in response to the First
Draft Report makes reference to page numbers as they appeared in that
draft. The page numbers of this Final Report are different to those of the
First Draft.

The new numbers are:-
First Draft Final Report

2 4
4 6
5 7
7 11
8 12
10 14,15
11 15
15 19,20
17 20,23
18 22
19 23
20 24
21 25
22 26
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The Marine Casualty Investigation Board can accept no responsibility for the
accuracy of the content of contributed letters or comments appearing in this
Report and any views or opinions expressed are not necessarily those of the
Marine Casualty Investigation Board, save where otherwise indicated. No
responsibility for loss or distress occasioned to any person acting or refraining
from acting as a result of the material in this publication can be accepted by
the Marine Casualty Investigation Board.
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MCIB Response to Mr. Barden’s Letter of 5 December, 2002.

With regard to the specific contentions raised by Mr. Barden, the Marine
Casualty Investigation Board’s views, in the order raised, are as follows:

This has been checked out with the MCIB Investigator, Commissioner of Irish
Lights (C.I.L.) and Naval Divers (who carried out this operation) all of whom
have confirmed that there was no damage to the hull apart from light
scuffing (see Appendix 10).
There is no evidence to support this contention.
There is no evidence of any damage to the hull being caused by the
flotation devices, except to the wheelhouse as stated on page 15 of the
Report.
There is no evidence to support these contentions.
(see Appendix 10).

The MCIB has no evidence to substantiate any leaking to the media of this
draft Report. The draft Report was distributed to those people deemed by
Section 36(1) of the Merchant Shipping (Investigation Casualties) Act, 2000
is likely to have been adversely affected by this incident. These people
were advised verbally and in writing of the confidential nature of the draft
Report. It may be that some person or persons gave information to the
media about the draft Report, as reports appeared in the Irish Independent,
Examiner, RTE Radio and South East Radio. The MCIB wrote to the editors of
the national daily newspapers, RTE and South East Radio requesting that
they respect the confidentiality of this draft Report.

The MCIB disagrees with the contentions raised in paragraph 3 of Mr.
Barden’s letter and wishes to comment further on the following specific
contentions:

“ Vessel ‘not entitled to use for commercial fishing’
‘Should have held passenger boat licence and a load line exemption cert – 
held neither’.
At the time, the vessel was exempt from these requirements”.

The MCIB disagrees. The vessel was not exempt from these requirements,
(see page 10 of Report and Appendices 6 & 7).

“ The Report misrepresents the weather situation
‘Winds south westerly Force 5’
The on-scene weather was southwest 5 knots. (Force 1 – 2)”.

The Met Eireann Report is set out at Appendix 8. Locally observed
conditions at the time of the incident were of fog with visibility down to 50
yards. Sea conditions were observed to be slight with a swell running in the
bay (see Page 11 of Report).
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“Hull examination: paragraph 2.
‘Caulking in poor condition’

Calculated that ‘the vessel, fully loaded, would have water ingress of 490 
litres per hour.’ This leakage would be insignificant, when compared to, to 2

electric pumps with an output capacity of 18,000 LPH”.

The MCIB disagrees. The poor caulking was but one source of water ingress.
It is not considered insignificant. The actual output capacity of each pump
was approximately 2,000 U.S. gallons per hour, giving a total output of
4,000 gallons per hour.

“Capillary action could have caused pump failure”.

This appears to be a reference to Page 19 of Report (1st paragraph) –
“Submersible pumps of this type require that the first electrical connection,
on the wiring leading from the pump, should be located outside any “wet”
area, i.e. outside any area where water might accumulate. If water can gain
access to these connections, then it can be drawn along the wiring by
capillary action and into the motor itself leading to its failure”. The MCIB is
satisfied that capillary action could have caused pump failure. 

“Piece of ballast causing partial flattening of discharge hose”.

This appears to be a reference to Page 18 of Report (last paragraph) 
“When inspected, a piece of steel ballast was found to be lying across the
discharge hose causing partial flattening of the hose with resultant
reduction in cross-sectional area”.

“Stability: On the basis of 75kg per person on board, the total weight carried
was approximately 750kg = 118 stone = .675 ton. The vessel, in her previous
ownership, had frequently carried double this weight in fish”.

This matter is dealt with at Pages ,20, 21 & 22 of Report, which address this
issue, and in particular the conclusion as set out in page 22:

“The outcome of this analysis indicated that the “Pisces” fails to meet any
of the internationally accepted standards for the stability of such a vessel in
any of these conditions. It shows that, even with small amounts of water in
the bilges, the vessel has a very small range of stability, i.e. angles through
which it can roll before it becomes unstable. However, it also shows that a
very small amount of water on the deck of the vessel can create an unstable
situation very quickly”.

The total man weight of the passengers on board the “Pisces” was 0.8 of a
Tonne. It is also noted that the wave height in the area at the time of the
incident was 0.5 of a metre and the wave-length was 10.0 metres.
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MCIB  RESPONSE TO THE LETTER OF 9TH DECEMBER, 2002 FROM
ROBERT CHAPMAN.

Mr. Chapman’s belief that damage was caused to the hull when the “Pisces”
struck the seabed or during transit (2nd Paragraph of his letter)

The Naval Divers have confirmed that there was no damage to the hull while
the vessel was on the seabed or during the lifting and recovery process, except
for  abrasions on the hull which had no bearing on the cause of this tragedy as
noted in the Report. 

Mr. Chapman’s belief that structural damage was caused to the vessel during
the salvage process.

A high level of care and diligence was maintained by all concerned in the
salvage operation. The strops placed around the vessel during the lift onto the
Granuaille were positioned correctly. Connecting horizontal strops prevented
any lateral movement. The vessel was raised from the seabed very slowly whilst
at all times pumping out the water in the hull with salvage pumps so as to
minimise any stress to the hull. There was no damage caused to the vessel
during this operation other than to the wheelhouse as described. (see Appendix
10)

Mr. Chapman’s belief that the lifting of the vessel dislodged the copper patch.

This patch was in place at the time of the salvage. Due to the rotten nature of
the planking in way of this patch, it was lifted off the hull by the inspector’s
fingers during the inspection. This was indicative of the poor state of the hull
and poor maintenance.

Mr. Chapman’s belief that it is unfair to say that the Pisces was unseaworthy
prior to its sinking when we don’t know what damage or how much harm was
done before it was first inspected.

The abrasions of the hull whilst on the seabed, and the collapse of the
wheelhouse during the salvage operation, are noted in the Report. The rotten
timber planking, rotten and missing caulking, non-watertight deck and other
defects noted in the Report were there before the vessel sank on 28/7/’02.
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Mr. Chapman’s comment – “there was never enough water in her to activate
the automatic pump”. 

The MCIB notes Mr. Chapman’s comment, but on the day of the casualty, the
condition of the hull had deteriorated to such a state that water was entering
the loaded vessel. As stated in the Report, the forward bilge pump was fitted
with an auto start mechanism, but the other pump was not so equipped.

The aft pump, which was located in the area where the ingress of water was
shown to be collecting, was manual start only. On the day of the casualty the
forward pump did not cut in until just before the vessel sank, so indicating it’s
limited effectiveness. As stated in the Report the aft pump should have been
fitted with an auto start facility or alternatively a bilge level alarm should have
been fitted in this area.
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The MCIB response to Ms. Mary Ellen Roche’s letter of 12 December,
2002.

Mr. Barden did not hold a commercial fishing licence for the Pisces. He was
using the vessel to convey a party of sea anglers, which would not be
considered   “commercial fishing”. Mr. Barden did not report any other
problems, other than that which occurred on 23/7/’02 as indicated in the
Report.

The MCIB response to Ms. Mary Ellen Roche’s letter of 22 April, 2003.

(1) See page 7 of Report. This work was carried out between 1991 and 1993. 
The identity of the person or persons who carried out or supervised these 
works is not relevant to this investigation.

(2) Mr. Barden appears to have had a number of years experience in operating
small boats.

(3) This is not known. The important point being that this vessel was unseaworthy
on the date of this tragedy.

(4) The MCIB is not in a position to answer this query.
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THE MCIB RESPONSE TO THE LETTERS BY MS. FRANCIS COONEY AND MS
RITA DOYLE OF 13 DECEMBER, 2002. 
{BOTH THESE LADIES SUBMITTED IDENTICAL LETTERS}

1,2 & 3. It is inappropriate for the MCIB to comment on these recommendations.

4. Under current legislation a licence will not be issued to a passenger boat
unless the boat has been taken out of the water and tested for seaworthiness
and suitability. Such licences are normally valid for a maximum of 2 years. In
some cases the period of validity is shorter (e.g. 6 months, 12 months). The
“Pisces” was not licensed. The current system / policy of licensing passenger
boats, which is administered by the Marine Survey Office, appears to be
operating satisfactorily. 

5. The Recommendations contained in the Report into this incident are made to
the Minister for Communications, Marine & Natural Resources.

6,7 & 8. Please see the Recommendations contained in this Report, in particular
numbers 5,10 and 15.

9. This recommendation is covered by the Merchant Shipping Act, 1992 (Section
15) which governs the licensing of passenger boats and the conditions
pertaining to same.

10. It is already a requirement for the issuance of a Passenger Boat licence that
the weight carrying capacity of the boat is established, which in effect
determines the number of people which may be safely carried on board.

11. Please see Recommendations 4 and 5 of this Report.

12. Please see number 10 above, together with Recommendations 9 and 10 of
this Report.

13. Please see Recommendations 18, 19 and 20 of this Report.

14. Noted.

15. Please see Recommendation 11 of this Report.

16. Please see Recommendation 13 of this Report.
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THE MCIB RESPONSE TO THE LETTERS BY MS. FRANCIS COONEY AND MS
RITA DOYLE OF 2 MAY, 2003. 
{BOTH THESE LADIES SUBMITTED IDENTICAL LETTERS}

1. Recommendation No. 3 – Agreed.

2. Recommendation No. 11 – This is noted. The practicalities of this suggestion
should be considered by the Minister for Communications, Marine and Natural
Resources together with the Garda Siochana.

3. Recommendation No. 12 – Agreed.

4. Recommendation No. 13 – The MCIB does agree that there should be a testing
and licensing system introduced however, it is considered too onerous to do so
on an annual basis. Recommendation No. 13 has been amended accordingly.

5. Recommendation No. 14 – Agreed.

6. Recommendation No. 20 – This recommendation refers solely to radio
installation requirements.
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THE MCIB RESPONSE TO MR. O’NEILL’S LETTER OF 13 DECEMBER, 2002.

1. The MCIB acknowledges the assistance of all those who helped in this
investigation.

2. The engine at the time of the survey in April, 1999 was a Kelvin model P4 (see
Appendix 4). This engine was replaced during the time of Robert Chapman’s
ownership with a Ford engine which was onboard on the day of the casualty.
The total weight of the previous engine and gearbox was approximately 304 Kg.
The weight of the replacement engine and gearbox was 311 Kg. Because of the
small weight difference, the change of engine is not considered to be relevant.

3. The Report notes there was a second fuel tank aft, which was not in use, and
therefore not relevant to the cause / loss of the vessel.

4. The Report notes that this pump had been removed. If it had been present, its
usefulness in this particular incident would have been dependent on some
person being able to identify its function and to operate it rapidly before the
vessel lost stability.

5. There was no GPS equipment onboard on the day of the casualty.

6. The Report gives a brief history of the vessel. A new deck was added between
1991 and 1993 in order to facilitate a certain type of commercial fishing. The
vessel then operated as a fishing vessel apparently without incident for at least
9 years. The person who undertook such modifications could not be expected to
foresee that the vessel would subsequently be used for the carriage of
passengers in such a condition. It would be unfair to name this person in our
Report. Similarly the names of the other previous owners are not relevant.

6{a&b} The details of the inclining experiment and stability analysis contained in the
Report clearly identified the stability problems experienced by the vessel in her
described condition. (However if the deck was removed and the analysis was
re-done, there would be a consequent improvement in the stability condition
due to the lowering of the height of the centre of gravity above the keel and
the vessel would be lighter and would float marginally higher in the water).

6{c}: The presence of the deck conceals what is below. The Report recommends that
bilge alarms and pumps with auto start facilities be fitted in underdeck
locations. (see Recommendation 7).
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THE MCIB’S RESPONSE TO MS. O’CONNOR’S LETTER OF 15 DECEMBER,
2002

Pt (a) The engine at the time of the survey in April, 1999 was a Kelvin model P4 (see
Appendix 4). This engine was replaced during the time of Robert Chapman’s
ownership with a Ford engine which was onboard on the day of the casualty.
The total weight of the previous engine and gearbox was approximately 304 Kg.
The weight of the replacement engine and gearbox was 311 Kg. Because of the
small weight difference, the change of engine is not considered to be relevant.

Para 4: It is not known how many people were aboard on 23 July, 2002.

Para 5: Wave height was 0.5 metre and wave length was 10.0 metres.
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The MCIB has noted the contents of this letter. 
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The MCIB has noted the contents of this letter. 
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MCIB RESPONSE TO LETTER DATED 05/05/’03 RECEIVED FROM MR.
PATRICK DOYLE IN RELATION TO THE SECOND DRAFT REPORT ON
THE LOSS OF THE MFV PISCES.

2nd Paragraph:-  Comment on “lack of experience of the Skipper of the
Pisces”.

The draft report does not make reference to the level of experience of the
Skipper in operating a vessel.  There is currently no formal qualification for
operators of such vessels and similarly no requirement to demonstrate any
previous experience.  The Skipper served in the Merchant Navy for a number of
years and is the holder of an efficient deck hand certificate from the UK
authorities.

2nd Paragraph:-  Comment on “the fact that he went out in dense fog without
a GPS and an appropriate radar system”.

The report clearly states the weather conditions on the day of the casualty as
being foggy with visibility down to 50 metres.  This was certainly a factor in the
rescue operation but had no influence on the cause of the vessel sinking.
(Vessels holding a Passenger Boats License are only permitted to operate when
visibility is good).

If the Pisces had been equipped with GPS, Radar etc., the Skipper may have
been able to give his position as the vessel sank, but the Skipper of the St.
Coran did already have a position for the Pisces from his own equipment and
was therefore able to proceed directly to the casualty position.
(Licensed passenger boats operating up to 3 miles from land are not required

to carry either radar or GPS equipment).

2nd Paragraph:- Comment on “on the fact that the VHF radio was not tuned to
the appropriate frequency”.

The VHF was “tuned” to the working channel for the area; Marine Channel 6,
which was entirely appropriate up to the time of the distress message.  The
VHF set was fitted with a push button which if pressed would automatically
change the channel to the emergency channel 16.  The Skipper did not change
the channel setting when he gave his distress message because he knew other
boats were in the area listening on Ch 6.  As stated in the report the distress
message should have been transmitted on Ch 16 in order to alert the Irish
Coastguard.
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3rd Paragraph:-Comment on “it would appear that the Skipper of the Pisces
did not take the appropriate action in……….”.

By turning the boat the Skipper may indeed have induced the upsetting
(capsizing) moment which caused the boat to heel to a level where the edge of
the gunwale was submerged.  However the stability analysis conducted during
the investigation demonstrated that the vessel’s condition before the Skipper
attempted the turn was already unstable, i.e. there was already an upsetting
(capsizing) moment present and the vessel did not have any range of positive
stability.  The vessel was liable to capsize whether any turn was attempted or
not.  Similarly any wave or wind action or movement of persons on the boat
could also have caused an increase in the capsize moment.  The action of Mr.
Barden to try and turn the boat back to port would be considered as the
natural thing to do give the situation that the Pisces was in.

4th Paragraph:- Comment “from the report it would appear to indicate
that………”.

Mr. Barden had owned the Pisces since 31.05.02 and had taken other parties out
previous to the incident.  Some of the group on board on the day of the
casualty had been on a fishing trip with Mr. Barden the previous year on board
a different vessel.
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The MCIB has noted the contents of this letter.
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THE MCIB RESPONSE TO MINISTER DERMOT AHERN’S LETTER OF 17TH
DECEMBER, 2002.

It is noted that Minister Ahern, by Statutory Instrument No. 555 of 2002 -
Merchant Shipping (Passenger Boat)(Amendment) Regulations, 2002, brought
into operation the Merchant Shipping (Passenger Boat) Regulations, 2002 on the
1st January, 2003 (these regulations were originally to come into operation on
the 6th June, 2003).
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The MCIB has noted the contents of this letter. 
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