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SUMMARY
1.

SUMMARY
On the afternoon of Sunday the 7th February 2016, ‘MV Epsilon’ sailed from
Cherbourg in France bound for Dublin, Ireland. Having departed Cherbourg, the
vessel crossed the English Channel in a north-westerly direction. It then
proceeded in a westerly direction along the English Channel in the direction of
Land’s End. As the vessel proceeded west, the steadily increasing westerly wind
and sea conditions reduced its speed over the ground. As the night progressed,
the vessel’s speed was further reduced due to the effects of the worsening
weather and sea conditions. The vessel continued around Land’s End in a northwesterly direction before turning on to a north-easterly course.
As the wind and weather continued to deteriorate, the Master took the decision
to seek shelter in Barnstaple Bay. Having entered the bay and assessed the
conditions for anchoring, the Master decided it would be unsafe to anchor and
advised all shipboard departments of his intention to ‘slow-steam’ back and forth
across the bay until the weather conditions improved. During one turn the vessel
rolled heavily and the cargo on decks one, three, four and five shifted causing
damage to cargo and some injuries to crew and to passengers. Once the weather
improved sufficiently, the vessel departed from Barnstaple Bay and resumed its
passage to Dublin Port, arriving on the morning of the 9th February 2016.
Note all times are local time = UTC +1
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FACTUAL INFORMATION

2.1

Vessel Description

2.2

2.3

Name of vessel:

‘MV Epsilon’.

Class of vessel:

Ro-Ro Passenger Ferry.

IMO Number:

9539054.

Tonnage:

26,375gt.

Flag State:

Italy.

Management:

Matrix Ship Management.

Chartered by:

Irish Ferries Ltd.

Intended Voyage Particulars
Departure:

Cherbourg, France at 16.16 hrs on the 7th February 2016.

Intended Arrival:

Dublin, Ireland at 11.30 hrs on the 8th February 2016.

Actual Arrival:

Dublin, Ireland at 11.51 hrs on 9th February 2016.

Conditions at time of Incident
Weather:

Wind: Westerly storm Force 10 (48 to 55 knots).
Visibility: Good (> 5 nautical miles).

Sea State:
2.4

High (6.0 to 9.0 metres).

Marine Casualty Information
Date and Time:

8th February 2016, approximately 11.50 hrs.

Type of Casualty:

Serious Marine Casualty.

Location of Incident: Barnstaple Bay, England.
Vessel Damage:

Damage to bulkheads on cargo Decks four and five.
Damage to port side lifeboat fibreglass canopy.
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Cargo Damage:

59 cars, vans and caravans damaged to various extents.
Approximately 40 freight units damaged to various extents.
Cargo from some freight units spilled and/or damaged (see
Appendix 7.1 Photographs on board No. 1, 2 and 3).

Injuries:

Injuries to ten passengers and two crewmembers.

Fatalities:

None.

Environmental Impact: None.
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3.1

The ‘MV Epsilon’ is a roll-on/roll-off passenger ship engaged in voyages from
Ireland to France and the United Kingdom. It is an Italian owned ship and flies
the flag of Italy. The ship is chartered to Irish Ferries and is managed by the ship
management company Matrix Ship Management, hereinafter referred to as ‘The
Company’, which is responsible for the safe operation of the ship.

3.2

The Company is responsible under the International Maritime Organisation SOLAS
Convention and the International Safety Management (ISM) Code for the Safe
Operation of Ships and Pollution Prevention. The Company is cerfified under the
ISM Code and holds a Document of Compliance and the vessel also holds a Safety
Management Certificate.

3.3

As part of the ISM System, The Company is required to develop procedures for
the safe operation of the ship.

3.4

The vessel operates on a busy schedule and accordingly it operates a two-watch
system with in effect two crews on board each working a twelve hour shift.
Specifically it has two Masters and the Master in command is referred to as the
duty Master. The Company has developed procedures setting out the work
routines and the Master’s responsibilities and the change of command for the
Masters.

3.5

The ship was engaged in short cross channel passages from Dublin to Holyhead
during the week and then it undertook a single long passage to France at the end
of each week. The cycle repeats with the alternative of short sea crossings and
long passage to the continent. Therefore, the ship operates on a five and a half
days per week with two round trips from Dublin to Holyhead in the United
Kingdom and the ship keeps operating this system to maintain sleep patterns
whilst completing the return voyage to France. Therefore, for the purposes of
this report the ship may be described as engaged in a mixed-mode operation.

3.6

On the ‘MV Epsilon’ one of the Masters is designated as the senior Master and
this Master remains in command of the vessel during his period on board. This is
set out in ISM procedure PER 14 ‘Masters Responsibility’ (see Appendix 7.2
Extracts from ISM Procedures). The senior Master is the duty Master during daytime and is referred to as the senior Master in this report.

3.7

On Sunday the 7th February at 16.16 hrs, the vessel departed Cherbourg, France
bound for Dublin, Ireland. The cargo on board at the time consisted of 59 cars,
vans and caravans, 44 semi-trailers, 30 articulated trucks, one road train, one
item of farm machinery and two empty horse boxes. There was a total of 54
crew and 138 passengers on board.

IMO SOLAS Chapter IX: Management for the safe operation of ships: Regulation 1 – Definitions:
Company means the owner of the ship or any other organization or person such as the manager, or the bareboat charterer, who
has assumed the responsibility for operation of the ship from the owner of the ship and who on assuming such responsibility has
agreed to take over all duties and responsibilities imposed by the International Safety Management Code.
7
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3.8

The weather forecast for the voyage was reviewed by the senior Master prior to
departure and he noted that it indicated adverse weather conditions on passage due
to storm Imogen. The main source of weather forecasts on ‘MV Epsilon’ was
‘Nowcasting’, a contracted forecasting service provided by Meteo Group. In their
subsequent statements, both the senior Master and the night-time duty Master said
that this was the primary source of weather forecasts for the voyage. A facility
existed within ‘Nowcasting’ to create a route forecast. The vessel’s route was
programmed onto the bridge computer, however, neither of the duty Masters had
ever used the route forecast facility, preferring instead to scroll manually through
the information for the intended voyage. Both Masters were familiar with
‘Nowcasting’ and could obtain and interpret the forecast data as required.

3.9

Although ‘Nowcasting’ was the primary source of forecasting on board, the vessel
also had access to other forecasts by internet, Navtex and Very High Frequency (VHF)
radio. All forecasting organisations had been advising of the approach of storm
Imogen in the hours and days leading up to this incident. No records are available of
other forecasts.

3.10 It is noted that the forecast was not updating on the bridge computer. Electronic
records indicate that ‘Nowcasting’ was not updated on this computer from 02.29 hrs
on the 7th February to 13.02 hrs on the 8th February. This program was set to update
automatically every six hours however, this facility does not work if the computer is
logged out. On board ICT policy settings cause the computers on ‘MV Epsilon’ to log
out automatically after five minutes of non-use, so it is necessary to initiate a
manual download. On board personnel noted that there was an intermittent problem
downloading the ‘Nowcasting’ forecasts to all the ship’s computers. It is not clear
whether the forecast was not updated on the bridge computer due to a malfunction
or a failure to initiate manually the download. However, other computers on the
vessel were downloading as in section 4.8 below, including the download at 13.11 hrs
on the 7th Feburary upon which the decision was made to sail. In his statement, the
night-time duty Master said that he checked the bridge computer a number of times
during his watch on the night of the 7th February and was under the impression that
the information was up to date.
3.11 There were no weather limits, either statutory or company imposed, on the ‘MV
Epsilon’. The guideline weather limits that had been agreed between the Masters of
the vessel and discussed with the management company were 8.0 m significant sea
height from abaft the beam and 6.0 m significant sea height from forward of the
beam.
3.12 The senior Master was not unduly concerned about the adverse weather forecast as
he expected to run ahead of the weather and be in the shelter of the Irish coast
before the seas exceeding the agreed limits were expected.
3.13 Due to the expected conditions on the crossing, the senior Master ordered that all
cargo be secured according to the vessel’s ‘Red Code’ cargo lashing system. He also
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advised all departments on board by email, to secure all spaces in anticipation
of heavy weather. The ‘Red Code’ lashing system was developed specifically for
this vessel from experience and is based on the cargo securing manual (see
Appendix 7.1 Photograph No. 4).
3.14 The vessel’s cargo securing manual is a generic, 62 page document (see Appendix
7.3 Revised ‘MV Epsilon’ CSM Extract) that was supplied with the vessel when
taken over from the previous Italian operators. The Company carried out a
review of the vessel’s securing arrangements in 2014 after its first winter on the
Irish Sea. Three lashing codes (see Appendix 7.4 Lashing Chain Certificate) were
developed specifically for the vessel. The ‘Green Code’ is used where significant
wave heights of less than 3 m are expected on the voyage, the ‘Yellow Code’ is
used where significant wave heights of greater than 3 m and less than 4 m are
expected and the ‘Red Code’ when significant wave heights of greater than 4 m
are expected.
3.15 During his 07.00 hrs handover to the senior Master on the morning of the 7th
February, the night-time duty Master expressed the view that the weather
conditions were not suitable for the scheduled sailing from Cherbourg and that
the sailing should be delayed until the storm had passed through. The senior
Master was of the opinion that the sailing could proceed as the vessel would get
ahead of the worst of the weather. He stated he would keep watch on the
forecast during the day in the run up to the scheduled departure time. The final
decision to sail rested with the senior Master alone. The senior Master stated
that he has never been put under any pressure by The Company to prosecute a
sailing.
3.16 The Company and the owner utilise a 4-level system for sailing cancellations:
• Level 1 – Sailing Confirmed
• Level 2 – Sailing To Be Confirmed (internal only)
• Level 3 – Sailing In Doubt (passengers advised)
• Level 4 – Sailing Cancelled
In the days and hours leading up to the sailing from Cherbourg, no sailing levels
were issued.
3.17 In the months leading up to this voyage, the vessel’s stabilisers had required
regular maintenance. Problems included erratic fin control, the port fin sticking
at maximum angle and other issues. These problems were fully addressed by a
manufacturer’s representative who attended the vessel on the 26th and 27th
January 2016. Following this visit, no further problems were noted although the
starboard fin hydraulics required maintenance. The fins are set to auto-house
when the speed log indicates a speed of less than six knots. When the vessel
sought shelter, the Chief Engineer reduced the auto retraction of the fins to
below four knots of speed.
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3.18 Having departed from Cherbourg, the ‘MV Epsilon’ proceeded approximately
northwest across the English Channel and at 18.30 hrs joined the west bound lane of
the ‘Casquettes’ Traffic Separation Scheme (TSS), continuing approximately west
along the English Channel towards Land’s End. During this west bound leg of the
journey, the vessel was experiencing steadily increasing wind and seas from ahead,
which was from a westerly direction. The conditions affected the vessel such that its
speed was reduced to 16 knots, from a fair weather of 21 knots, between 18.30 hrs
and 23.59 hrs.
3.19 From 01.00 hrs to 04.00 hrs on the 8th February, the vessel’s speed was further
reduced to 10 to 12 knots due to the effects of further increasing westerly wind and
sea conditions.
3.20 At 04.15 hrs the vessel entered the ‘Off Land’s End’ TSS. Rather than turn onto a
northerly heading to follow the scheme with the wind and seas on the port beam, the
vessel entered the scheme at an angle on a north-westerly heading before turning
onto a north-easterly heading. The night-time duty Master contacted the local Coast
Guard to inform them of the vessel’s intentions to leave the TSS due to the sea
conditions making a northerly course along the TSS impractical.
3.21 At 04.30 hrs on Monday the 8th February, ‘MV Epsilon’ rounded Land’s End. By this
stage, the options of sheltering from the worsening weather conditions on the south
coast of England had passed. There were two bays in the English Channel that would
have provided shelter to varying degrees. The first of these was Lyme Bay between
Portland Bill and Start Point which the vessel passed at 19.00 hrs to 20.00 hrs. The
second, although slightly smaller, was the bay between Start Point and Lizard Point
which the vessel passed at 23.00 hrs to 01.00 hrs. There was also a third, smaller bay
between Lizard Point and Land’s End which the vessel passed at 03.00 hrs. The option
to divert into any one of these bays was available during the westbound passage
through the English Channel, although it was noted that the bays were already very
busy with ships taking shelter and diversion would have required careful planning and
navigation to avoid any close quarters situations with other vessels.
3.22 The night-time duty Master who was on watch at this time, in his subsequent
statement, said that he had made the decision not to seek shelter in any of the
aforementioned bays, but rather to continue around Land’s End because, with a
partial southerly element to the wind and sea conditions, he anticipated better
shelter would be available in the Bristol Channel. The forecast showed lower sea
heights in this area and this would also allow the vessel to make further progress and
avoid turning the vessel around in the adverse conditions in the English Channel.
3.23 At 04.50 hrs after rounding Land’s End, the night-time duty Master altered course to
the north east along the coast. The vessel exited the east side of the TSS and
continued northeast parallel to and approximately 10 miles off the Cornish Coast. The
options for shelter along this section of coastline were limited to Barnstaple Bay, the
Bristol Channel or in the lee of the Isle of Lundy.
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3.24 At 07.00 hrs the senior Master relieved the night-time duty Master and took over
the watch. He judged that Barnstaple Bay would afford the vessel sufficient
shelter until the weather improved and would also provide the possibility of
anchoring the vessel.
3.25 At 10.00 hrs ‘MV Epsilon’ entered Barnstaple Bay, which provided some degree
of shelter. Due to the limited sea room available, the vessel had to slow steam
close to the shore line and make turns every 30 minutes or so. At 10.20 hrs the
senior Master ordered ‘Stand-By Engines’ and put a helmsman on the wheel at
the centre console to hand steer instead of using the auto helm facility. The
senior Master judged the sea heights in Barnstaple Bay to be in the region of 2
to 3 m which were significantly lower than those experienced outside the bay.
He noted that considering the size of the subsequent vessel rolls, these must
have been greater. It is also suspected that the sea state in the Bay was
somewhat confused due to the refraction of waves around the headland and the
reflection of waves from the shore.
3.26 Following entry into Barnstaple Bay, the vessel completed its first turn to port,
through north with a maximum rudder angle of 30°, onto a heading of westnorth-west at 10.22 hrs. At this time the senior Master made the decision that
the weather conditions were unsuitable for anchoring and that the vessel would
have to slow steam until the weather improved.
3.27 The second turn at 11.10 hrs was to starboard, again through north with a
maximum rudder angle of 30°, onto a heading of east-south-east across the Bay.
3.28 At the eastern most end of the track, at 11.45 hrs, the vessel made turn three
through north to bring ìt back onto a heading of west-north-west. The speed at
this time was eight to ten knots and the rudder was hard over to port (maximum
35°). It was during this turn, at 11.50 hrs, that the vessel began a series of rolls
to starboard and port, each time rolling further than the last until it rolled hard
to starboard reaching an angle of approximately 33°. At this point several
vehicles broke loose from their restraints and shifted, causing damage to other
vehicles on cargo decks one, three, four and five and damage to bulkheads on
decks four and five. There were also a number of passenger and crew injuries
during this turn. The vessel then stabilised and continued on an east-southeast/west-north-west track back and forth across Barnstaple Bay making
approximately 26 more turns without further incident until the weather calmed
sufficiently to resume passage. During this period the crew worked to secure the
cargo in its shifted position and to attend to all injuries.
3.29 At 03.00 hrs on Tuesday 9th February, as the weather improved, the vessel
departed Barnstaple Bay and continued on passage to Dublin, arriving at 11.51
hrs and was met by a doctor, customer service agents and vehicle removal
contractors. The vessel was also subjected to an inspection by Port State
Control.
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4.

ANALYSIS

4.1

The ISM Procedures for The Company clarify that even with two Masters on board
that when the senior Master is on board that the senior Master remains in charge.
Thus, in the case of the ‘MV Epsilon’ the decision making to sail and decisions
about seeking shelter are ultimately determined by the senior Master.

4.2

It is noted that the vessel operates in a form of mixed mode operation where it
operates on a five and a half days per week basis with two round trips from Dublin
to Holyhead and then the ship keeps this system in operation completing the return
voyage to France.

4.3

It is noted that the vessel used the ISM form: ‘Record of Change of Command (Deck
30)’ (see Appendix 7.2 Extracts from ISM Procedures). However, it is noted that this
form states: ‘This form is ONLY for use on RO-PAX ships operating on short-sea
services involving two or more round trips in each 24 hour period. All other ships
will continue to follow standard change of command.’

4.4

The vessel was engaged in a mixed mode operation with several short passages
interspersed with a long passage. Thus the Deck 30 form was appropriate for use
for the short cross-channel passages. The form was not appropriate for use on the
longer passages to France as the condition on the form cannot be complied with on
such voyages.

4.5

It appears that the night-time duty Master considered that the weather conditions
justified a decision to defer the sailing until the weather improved. The day-time
duty Master who was the senior Master determined that the ship would sail.

4.6

It is noted in the ISM documentation that it states in PER 34 that the duty Master
‘has complete responsibility for the ship and those on board’. However, it is noted
in PER 14 that where there is a senior Master that ‘he will still remain in command
of the vessel during his period on board’. Thus the senior Master is in command
even when not on duty and when on board the ship (see Appendix 7.2 Extracts from
ISM Procedures).

4.7

The senior Master was the Master at the time of sailing but this does raise an issue
about how the two Masters on a ship in such circumstances make a decision on
sailing.

4.8

The weather forecasts provided by ‘Nowcasting’ were downloaded to the ships
computers in various locations at various times as follows:
07/02/16 at 02.29 hrs – Bridge
07/02/16 at 06.23 hrs – Ship’s Office
07/02/16 at 07.04 hrs – Day Master’s Cabin
07/02/16 at 13.11 hrs – Day Master’s Cabin

Cont.
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08/02/16 at 01.12 hrs – Ship’s Office
08/02/16 at 07.24 hrs – Day Master’s Cabin
08/02/16 at 09.11 hrs – Day Master’s Cabin
The above forecasts indicated the following:
Download
Time

Area

Time

Wind

Significant
Sea

Maximum
Sea

07th/13:11

English
Channel

07th/17.00 07th/23.59

SW – W 45
kts

5.5m – 7m

7m – 11m

English
Channel

08th/00.01
08th/04.00

WSW 45-50
kts

6m – 8m

9m – 12m

Celtic Sea

08th/00.01 –
08th/04.00

WSW 48-52
kts

7m – 8.5m

12m – 14m

Celtic Sea

08th/04.00 –
08th/08.00

WSW 53-58
kts

8.5m –
10.5m

14m – 17m

Celtic Sea

08th/08.00 –
08th/12.00

W 58 kts

10.5m –
12.5m

17m – 21m

English
Channel

08th/00.01 –
08th/04.00

WSW 45-50
kts

6m – 8m

9 – 12m

Celtic Sea

08th/04.00 –
08th/08.00

WSW 52-57
kts

8.8m – 11m

14m – 18m

Celtic Sea

08th/08.00 –
08th/12.00

W 58 kts

10.5m –
12.5m

17m – 21m

08th/01:12

It is understood that principal decisions such as the decision to sail from
Cherbourg, were based on the forecast downloaded at 13.11 hrs on the 7th
February.
4.9

In his later statement the senior Master said that he had no undue concern about
the weather forecast as he expected to ‘run ahead of the weather’. This
confidence may in part have been due to the fact that he was basing his
decisions on the forecast of 13.11 hrs on the 7th February and was not aware of
any updates.

4.10 A review of the ‘Nowcasting’ records shows that:
•

At a planned voyage speed of 21 knots, the vessel would have experienced
seas in excess of 8.0 m for approximately four hours from 03.00 hrs to 07.00
hrs on 7th February, with a significant sea height of 9.1 m at 06.00 hrs. At
this time the vessel would have been in the northern Celtic Sea approaching
the Irish coast.
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•

At a planned speed of 18 knots, the vessel was forecast to experience seas in
excess of 8.0 m for approximately five hours from 04.00 hrs to 09.00 hrs on 7th
February, with the significant sea height peaking at 9.5 m at 07.00 hrs.

•

At a planned speed of 16 knots, the vessel was forecast to experience seas in
excess of 8.0 m for approximately six hours from 05.00 hrs to 11.00 hrs on 7th
February, with the significant sea height peaking at 11.2 m at 09.00 hrs.

•

At a planned speed of 14 knots, the vessel was forecast to experience seas in
excess of 8.0 m for approximately seven hours from 07.00 hrs to 14.00 hrs on
7th February, with the significant sea height peaking at 12.0 m at 11.00 hrs.

Any further reduction in vessel speed would have led to still further increases in
sea height, well in excess of the agreed limits.
The senior Master later commented that his interpretation of the forecast of 13.11
hrs on the 7th February was that if the vessel maintained a voyage speed of 18 –
20 knots, then seas over the agreed limit of 8.0 m were not anticipated. He
expected to make Land’s End by 02.00 hrs and make good speed up the Celtic Sea.
4.11 Despite the night-time duty Master’s concerns voiced during his hand over to the
senior Master at 07.00 hrs on the 7th February, he was overruled by the day-time
duty Master (as he was the senior Master) and the sailing was prosecuted as
scheduled.
4.12 The stabilisers were functioning correctly throughout the voyage and during the
cargo shift roll. Their effectiveness was reduced whilst slow steaming across
Barnstaple Bay due to the reduced ship speed of below 10 knots.
4.13 Both the cargo securing manual and the ‘Red Code’ lashing system were based on
IMO Resolution A.581 (14), (see Appendix 7.5 IMO Resolution A.581 (14)), Guidelines
for Securing Arrangements for the Transport of Road Vehicles on Ro-Ro Ships. This
gives minimum values for the strength of lashings and the number of lashings for
vehicles as well as the minimum strength values for the securing points on the deck
of the ship. It does not include securing arrangements for cars or small vans. Both
the day-time and senior Masters had expressed their satisfaction with the ‘Red
Code’ as a safe lashing system.
4.14 All vehicles were secured according to the ‘Red Code’ lashing system, not the cargo
securing manual. The crew of the ‘MV Epsilon’ and management of The Company
were satisfied that the ‘Red Code’ lashing system was superior to the cargo
securing manual requirements as it had been developed specifically for the vessel
from experience with the vessel. Although it was not a requirement, the Chief
Officer decided to chock all the cars and small vans on this particular voyage by
means of placing restrictions under their wheels.
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4.15 Following the review of vehicle securing arrangements carried out in 2014, it
was decided to replace the original bottle screw type lashings with lever bar
type lashings as the bottle screw ones were found to be prone to shock loading,
causing failure of some of the vehicle lashing points. The review also revealed
that most vehicles presented for shipment were not fitted with the securing
points as required by Resolution A.581(14) and that on many of those that were,
the securing points were sub-standard. This finding was not unusual and had
been widely highlighted as an industry problem when in 2009 the Marine
Accident Investigation Branch (MAIB) of the United Kingdom published a report
into an incident when an articulated trailer left the deck of a fast ferry.
Resolution A.581(14) also states that the Master should not accept a road vehicle
for transport if it does not comply with the necessary requirements, but that in
exceptional circumstances he may at his discretion accept the vehicle, taking
account of the condition of the vehicle, the intended voyage, the expected
weather conditions and having arranged an adequate alternative securing
system. The International Maritime Organisation (IMO) has published revised
Guidelines for the Preparation of the Cargo Securing Manual, MSC.1/Circ.1353.
Rev. 1. A copy is annexed in Appendix 7.6 of this report.
4.16 Following the cargo shift, there was extensive evidence of vehicle securing
points having broken away from shifted vehicles (see Appendix 7.1 Photograph
No.1).
4.17 During turn three in Barnstaple Bay, the vessel heeled from port to
approximately 33° to starboard through amplitude of approximately 45° in 12
seconds. It was at the end of this roll, whilst heeled to approximately 33°, that
the cargo shift occurred. The calculations in the cargo securing manual assume
accelerations based on a roll amplitude of 38.2° and a roll period of 14.7
seconds. Both of these parameters were significantly exceeded in the cargo shift
roll, i.e. the roll was greater and swifter than that assumed as maximum in the
manual.
4.18 On arrival in Dublin, the vessel was subject to a Port State Control inspection
which found that the cargo securing manual was ‘not as required’.
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5.1

Both Masters were very experienced and familiar with the vessel and the route.
Fatigue was not a factor in this incident.

5.2

The senior Master was on board and was in overall command of the vessel and
decided that the vessel should sail.

5.3

‘Nowcasting’ was the primary source of weather forecasting on board. Neither
Master was familiar with the route forecast function and therefore did not use it.

5.4

The forecast which the senior Master reviewed gave the hourly data for the Celtic
Sea. However, it did indicate that the sea conditions would exceed the 8.0 m
agreed limit before the vessel reached the shelter of the Irish coast. This was
exacerbated by the fact that the forecast was not automatically updating on the
bridge computer.

5.5

The senior Master noted the concerns of the night-time duty Master at the morning
handover. However, the senior Master was of the view that the vessel could outrun
the weather and reach the shelter of the Irish coast before the worst of the
weather arrived.

5.6

The night-time duty Master did not take the opportunity of seeking shelter before
rounding Land’s End although options to do so were available to him. His decision
to round Land’s End, as it was likely that better shelter was available on the south
coast of England, turned out not to be the case.

5.7

Once Land’s End was rounded Barnstaple Bay was amongst the options for shelter
in that area considering the worsening conditions.

5.8

The failure of vehicle securing points during the cargo shift roll contributed to the
damage caused to the cargo on board.

5.9

The vessel’s ‘Red Code’ lashing system was considered by The Company to be a
reasonable variation of the cargo securing manual as it is based on vessel and route
experience and requires total lashing strengths in excess of that required by the
manual. However, it was not approved by the flag state Italy, or a recognised
organisation acting on their behalf, as required by the IMO SOLAS Convention. The
subsequent Port State Control inspection highlighted that the manual was ‘not as
required’.

5.10 It is a statutory requirement that the cargo securing manual must be approved and
that the ship is to be operated in accordance with the approved manual only.
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5.11 If The Company considered that the cargo securing manual was not adequate, it
should have amended it and submitted it to the flag state for review and
approval. Pending this, the ship must be operated in accordance with the
existing approved cargo securing manual.
5.12 The reason for the roll which caused the cargo shift was possibly due to a high
and unique wave train added to by the refraction and reflection of waves around
the headland and from the shore that synchronised with the vessel’s roll period.
5.13 The ship operated in a mixed mode operation consisting of a repeating cycle of
short-sea cross-channel voyages during the week and with single longer voyages
to the continent at the end of the week. It is noted that the ‘MV Epsilon’
used the Deck 30 form for change of command which was acceptable for short
voyages but was specifically not to be used for longer voyages. Thus it appears
that the change of command was not carried out in accordance with the
required procedures.
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6.

SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1

It is recommended that Italy, as the flag state, reviews and considers the
conclusions highlighted in this report in relation to the safety management system,
weather forecasting and cargo securing.

6.2

The Company should:
•

Clarify the roles of the senior Master and the duty Master in order to ensure
the effective safety management of the ship and the change of command in
mixed mode operation.

•

Consider and review the training and system requirements for weather
forecasting on their ships.

•

Ensure that the cargo securing manual is approved by the flag state for their
ships.

•

Ensure that the appropriate cargo securing arrangements are used on their
ships and that their ships are operated accordingly.
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NATURAL JUSTICE - CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED

Section 36 of the Merchant Shipping (Investigation of Marine Casualties) Act, 2000
requires that:
‘36

(1) Before publishing a report, the Board shall send a draft of the report or
sections of the draft report to any person who, in its opinion, is likely to be
adversely affected by the publishing of the report or sections or, if that
person be deceased, then such person as appears to the Board best to
represent that person’s interest.
(2) A person to whom the Board sends a draft in accordance with subsection (1)
may, within a period of 28 days commencing on the date on which the draft
is sent to the person, or such further period not exceeding 28 days, as the
Board in its absolute discretion thinks fit, submit to the Board in writing his
or her observations on the draft.
(3) A person to whom a draft has been sent in accordance with subsection (1)
may apply to the Board for an extension, in accordance with subsection (2),
of the period in which to submit his or her observations on the draft.
(4) Observations submitted to the Board in accordance with subsection (2) shall
be included in an appendix to the published report, unless the person
submitting the observations requests in writing that the observations be not
published.
(5) Where observations are submitted to the Board in accordance with
subsection (2), the Board may, at its discretion (a) alter the draft before publication or decide not to do so, or
(b) include in the published report such comments on the observations as it
thinks fit.’

The Board reviews and considers all observations received whether published or not
published in the final report. When the Board considers an observation requires
amendments to the report that is stated beside the relevant observation. When the
Board is satisfied that the report has adequately addressed the issue in the
observation, then the observation is ‘Noted’ without comment or amendment. The
Board may make further amendments or observations in light of the responses from
the Natural Justice process.
‘Noted’ does not mean that the Board either agrees or disagrees with the observation.
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Correspondence 8.1 Management Company and MCIB response.

MCIB RESPONSE: Noted
and amendments have
been made to ensure
clarity.

MCIB RESPONSE: Noted
and amendments have
been made to tonnage.

MCIB RESPONSE: The
MCIB has considered this
and is satisfied with the
categorisation as
stated.

MCIB RESPONSE:
Paragraph 3.28 has been
amended.

MCIB RESPONSE: Noted.

MCIB RESPONSE: Noted
and we draw your
attention to paragraph
4.7 and Safety
Recommendation 6.2.
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Correspondence 8.1 Management Company and MCIB response.

MCIB RESPONSE: Noted,
please see response
above.

MCIB RESPONSE: Noted.

MCIB RESPONSE: Noted.
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CORRESPONDENCE 8.2
Correspondence 8.2 Flag State and MCIB response.

MCIB RESPONSE: The
MCIB notes this
correspondence.
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