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1. SYNOPSIS

1.1 The Irish flagged 25 metre stern trawler “Dinish” left the Spanish Port of Vigo on
22nd May 2006 for its first fishing campaign under its new owners. The Spanish
owners had acquired the vessel about three months previously and this was its
first voyage under new ownership and with a new crew of ten persons. The vessel
was fully provisioned with fuel, water, food and fishing gear for a campaign that
was expected to last about three months.

1.2 The vessel was headed for fishing grounds off the south west coast of Ireland,
where it had been operated by its previous owners.

1.3 At about 20.00 hours (UTC 22.00 ships time) on the 24th May 2006 a call was
made from the “Dinish” to La Coruna Radio saying that the vessel was taking in
water. The crew reported flooding in the engine room and attempts were made by
the crew to control the level of flooding, however these efforts were
unsuccessful.

1.4 Two liferafts were launched from the vessel and six of the crew got in to one raft.
At approximately 20.30 hours (2230 ships time) the vessel capsized and sank
about 170 miles south west of the Scilly Isles.

1.5 Rescue services were tasked along with other merchant vessels close to the last
known position of “Dinish”. Six survivors were taken on board the merchant vessel
“Stena Contest” from one of the rafts and the Skipper of the “Dinish” was taken
from the water by the merchant vessel “Stolt Capability”. One other crewmember
was taken from the water by a rescue helicopter and pronounced dead on arrival at
Cork University Hospital. A search operation was mounted, however the remaining
two crewmembers are not accounted for.
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2. FOREWORD

2.1 We would like to express our gratitude to the Spanish Administration and in
particular the Ministerio de Fomento for their assistance in this investigation.

2.2 The Ministerio de Fomento carried out their own investigation into this casualty
and provided the Marine Casualty Investigation Board with copies of the crew
statements and their final conclusions.
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FACTUAL INFORMATION

3. FACTUAL INFORMATION

3.1 Description of the Vessel

Name of vessel: DINISH from May 2001 (ex MASCATO - Irish flag from 1979, 
ex MASCATO - Spanish flag from 1973)

Official Number: 401965

Type of vessel: Steel Stern Trawler

Owners: Castletown Fisheries, Castletownbere, Co Cork.
A wholly owned company of Pesca Baqueiro SA, Spain

Managers: Castletown Fisheries, Castletownbere, Co Cork

Registered length: 35.35 metres

Breadth: 8.60 metres

Depth: 6.10 metres

Draught: 3.95 metres

Gross Tonnage: 379 tonnes

Registered Tonnage: 113 tonnes

Engine: Anglo Belgian Company

Engine power: 895 kW

Vessel Built: 1973, Zumaya, Spain

Safety Equipment: Two 16 man liferafts
One rescue boat
4 lifebuoys
20 lifejackets
10 immersion suits
12 thermal protective aids

Navigational equipment: Not ascertained

Radio Equipment: 2 search and rescue transponders
3 hand held VHF radios
COSPAS-SARSAT EPIRB
VHF radio installation with DSC
MF radio installation with DSC
INMARSAT ship earth station
NAVTEX receiver
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“Dinish” was a stern trawler fishing vessel (See appendices for general
arrangement).

The trawl net was hauled over the stern of the vessel and the cod end was
emptied onto the fishing station or processing area below, through a flush hatch
on the upper deck (See figs. at Appendices 9.1 - 9.3).  The fishing station was
enclosed and protected from the weather.

On the fishing station the fish was sorted, gutted, iced and stowed below in one of
two holds on the centreline. The holds were accessed through weathertight
hatches with coamings of about 30 cms.

At the aft end of the fishing station there were large sumps, which collected
water from washing down the fish and the decks (See figs. at Appendices 9.1 and
9.3). This water was pumped overboard through a pump in the engine room.

At the starboard aft end of the fishing station was the waste chute. This chute had
a raised coaming and went directly overboard. It was used for discharging waste
fish and guts. It had a closure on the coaming and at the ships side. The ships side
closure was operated by turning a wheel with a screw thread. The ships side
penetration was at or slightly below water level when the “Dinish” left Vigo in the
fully loaded condition (See fig. at Appendix 9.4).

Further aft were storerooms and the steering gear, accessed through doors in the
aft bulkhead. Water from these spaces was drained into the engine room bilges
through a pipe. Coamings or sills on the doors prevented water from the fishing
station entering the space in normal conditions.

A trunk on the starboard side allowed access to the engine room through a
weathertight door. This was the normal means of access to the engine room for the
engineers, as it did not involve passing through the accommodation, which was on
the port side. It also gave quick access to the refrigeration compressor room.

A storeroom on the starboard side midships on the fishing station housed the
refrigeration compressors. This space was also fitted with a door and coaming. The
coaming height was about 90 cms and had been raised. The compressors had
pipes, which entered the engine room through a deck penetration, which was not
sealed watertight. The pipes most likely carried seawater for cooling.

The door to the accommodation was located on the port side forward on the
fishing station and fitted with a weathertight door and coaming.

cont.



3.2 Composition and Experience of the Crew

Juan Rogelio Comedeiro Menduiña - Skipper
Spanish Certificate of Competency as deep-sea fishing vessel skipper, ships radio
operator. Had previously sailed as Skipper in “Dinish” two and a half months in
2005 and in sister vessel “Dunboy” for two months

Jose Malvido Caride - Mate - Second Captain
Spanish Certificate of Competency fishing vessel skipper, ships radio operator
expired. First time sailing in “Dinish”.

Manuel Graña Verdeal - Chief Engineer - missing
Spanish Certificate of Competency as Chief Engineer fishing vessels. Had
previously sailed as Chief in “Dinish” in 2003 and 2005 and in sister vessel
“Dunboy” in 2004.

Jose Antonio Gayo Sequeiros - Second Engineer
Spanish Certificate of Competency as second engineer fishing vessel. First time
sailing in “Dinish”.

Jose Luis Martinez Miguez - Boatswain
No formal qualifications notified. Had previously sailed as boatswain in “Dinish” in
2004 and in 2005 for three months and in sister vessel “Dunboy”.

Miguel Angel Paz Torres - Cook
No formal qualifications notified. Had previously sailed as Cook in “Dinish” in 2005
for six months.

Felix Osei - Deckhand - deceased
Spanish Certificate of Competency as fisherman. STCW familiarisation and basic
safety training. First time sailing in “Dinish”.

Jose Santos Fernandez Gestido - Deckhand
No formal qualifications notified. First time sailing in “Dinish”.

Djua Amadu - Deckhand - missing
No formal qualifications notified. First time sailing in “Dinish”.

Ousseynou Thare - Deckhand
Spanish Certificate of Competency as fisherman, STCW personal survival
techniques. First time sailing in “Dinish”.
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4. EVENTS PRIOR TO THE INCIDENT

4.1 Vessel

4.1.1 The “Dinish” was built in Spain in 1973 and named “Mascat”'. Ownership and
registration of the “Mascato” transferred to Dublin, Ireland in 1979 to Eiranova
Fisheries Limited with registered offices in Dublin and principal place of
business in Castletownbere, Co. Cork. At the time of registration there was no
requirement for survey of the vessel other than a survey for tonnage
measurement and a safety equipment inspection. The vessel was inclined on
9th September 1996 in Vigo, Spain and a stability book produced for the vessel.
The stability and stability book was not checked or approved by the flag State.

4.1.2 The “Mascato” was renamed “Dinish” in 1982 and remained under the
ownership of Eiranova Fisheries until 2006. Financing for the vessel came
variously from Irish and Spanish banks. During the time that the “Dinish” was
owned by Eiranova it was manned by Spanish crew and fished principally off the
west coast of Ireland.

4.1.3 The “Dinish” was surveyed in Ireland, by flag State surveyors from the Maritime
Safety Directorate, on 26th July 2004 under the provisions of the Fishing Vessel
(Safety Provisions) Regulations, 2002 for the issue of a Fishing Vessel Safety
Certificate of Compliance. Eleven deficiencies were noted at this time and a
declaration for the issue of a certificate was issued the same day. The survey
carried out was primarily in respect of safety equipment. The vessel was
maintained in class with Lloyds Register and the Classification Certificate was
taken as satisfying the requirements of the Fishing Vessel (Safety Provisions)
Regulations for survey of hull and machinery. The Classification Certificate was
valid until 28th June 2008 having been assigned on 29th June 2003. Annual
classification surveys would have been due every year between the dates 29th
March - 27th September.

4.1.4 The stability book was verified as being on board at this time and it was
verified that it showed compliance with the stability criteria of the
Torremolinos Protocol in a sufficient number of load conditions to cover the
work cycle of the vessel and that there was sufficient information to allow the
Skipper to maintain adequate stability. This was sufficient to comply with the
Safety, Health and Welfare at Work (Fishing Vessels) Regulations, 1999.

4.1.5 The nature of survey carried out by the flag State was based on negative
reporting - deficiencies were noted and advised to the master or owner,
however a positive record of items checked or verified was not required to be
kept other than a record of safety equipment for the vessel. Among the
deficiencies noted was a failure to record emergency drills in the logbook.

4.1.6 The Fishing Vessel (Safety Provisions) Regulations, 2002 implement Council
Directive 97/70/EC as amended setting up a harmonised safety regime for
fishing vessels of 24 metres in length and over.
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4.1.7 These regulations revoked and replaced the Fishing Vessel (Safety Provisions)
Regulations, 1998 also implementing Council Directive 97/70/EC. Council
Directive 97/70/EC requires all existing fishing vessels over 24 metres to
comply with the relevant requirements of the Annex to the Torremolinos
Protocol not later than 1st July 1999 and to have on board a Certificate of
Compliance.

4.1.8 The Certificate of Compliance for “Dinish” was issued on 18th August 2004 and
a periodical survey by the flag State was due on 25th July 2006. Normally a
three-month 'window' is allowed either side of the anniversary date and the
survey should have been carried out anytime between 25th April 2006 and 24th
October 2006.

4.1.9 Between 27th September 2005 and 7th October 2005 Lloyds Register carried out
docking, annual and intermediate surveys for classification. No excessive
readings were noted on the propeller shaft clearances and a memorandum for
the hull required salt-water ballast tanks to be examined annually.

4.1.10 The “Dinish” was sold on 10th February 2006 to Castletown Fisheries Limited
with registered offices in Dublin and principal place of business in
Castletownbere. Castletown Fisheries Limited is wholly owned by the Spanish
company Pesca Baqueiro. The vessel remained on the Irish register following
the sale.

4.1.11 Following the sale of the “Dinish” in 2006 it was brought to Vigo, Spain. An
underwater examination of the hull was conducted, for the owners by a local
commercial diver on 21st March 2006 and his report states that he did not see
any defects.

4.1.12 The vessel underwent extensive repairs to the vessel, machinery and fishing
gear during April and May 2006. No application for survey was made and
therefore these repairs were not overseen or surveyed by Lloyds Register, with
which the vessel was classed, or surveyors from the vessels flag State, Ireland.
Repairs of this nature are usually required to be surveyed by the flag State and
classification society in order to maintain the validity of Statutory certificates
and classification certificates.

4.1.13 The work carried out included repairs to the fish chute door seals and closing
mechanism. A weather tight cover was also fitted to the chute.

4.1.14 Modifications were also carried out to the oily water separator and bilge piping
associated with this piece of equipment.

4.1.15 Towards the middle of May the vessel loaded provisions, fuel and fishing gear
for a fishing campaign that was expected to last about three months. During
the campaign the vessel would have been expected to land the catch in Ireland
approximately every ten days and to take on limited supplies.

4.1.16 When the vessel departed Vigo it is estimated that it was full of fuel and fresh
water. Although the stability book shows that in this condition, together with 

10

cont.EVENTS PRIOR TO THE INCIDENT 



the provisions and fishing gear, the vessel met the Torremolinos stability
criteria, it also shows that “Dinish” had negative freeboard. The stability book
gives a maximum allowable draught of 3.95m. which results in a minimum
allowable freeboard of 0.050m. to the main (fishing station) deck. The actual
freeboard from the fishing station deck in this condition was -0.131m. This
meant that the fishing station deck was 0.131m. below the waterline.

4.1.17 Sailing with a negative freeboard meant that the fish chute shipside connection
was under water.

4.2 Crew

4.2.1 On the 18th May the entire crew of 10 signed off various safety and crew
agreements including a statement that they had completed a distance learning
training course of thirty hours duration. Each of the crew completed a multiple
choice type examination relating to general safety on board fishing vessels.

4.2.2 A sworn statement to Gardai in Cork by an employee of Castletown Fisheries
based in Vigo stated that they had interviewed one of the crew (Mr. Felix Osei)
on 22nd May for a position on board and that he joined the vessel that day and
sailed on it. He had not sailed on this vessel before.

4.2.3 The Second Engineer also joined on the day that the vessel sailed and spent the
first day at sea seasick and re-adjusting to the marine environment. He had not
sailed on this vessel before.

4.2.4 It is not known what checks were carried out by the ships crew prior to departure,
whether or not bilge pumping systems were checked and verified or whether
watertight hatches and closures such as the fish chute door were checked.

4.2.5 It is not known whether the Skipper had access to the stability book or whether
he consulted it prior to departure. It is not known if he recorded the drafts or
was aware that the vessel had negative freeboard before departure.

4.2.6 The Skipper, Mate, Chief Engineer and Second Engineer each had a Spanish
Certificate of Competency for the position held on board. None of the officers
Certificates of Competency would have been valid for service on an Irish fishing
vessel in accordance with the Fishing Vessels (Certification of Deck Officers and
Engineer Officers) Regulations, 1988.

4.2.7 None of the crew had B.I.M Basic Safety Training as required by the Fishing
Vessel (Basic Safety Training) Regulations, 2001.

4.2.8 On 22nd May 2006 the “Dinish” was cleared by the port Captain of Vigo and
sailed in the early evening at about 18.00 hours. Crew abandon ship and fire
drills were not carried out prior to departure of the vessel, nor were they
carried out at sea prior to the incident. This was in contravention of the Safety,
Health and Welfare at Work (Fishing Vessels) Regulations 1999 and the Merchant
Shipping (Musters)(Fishing Vessel) Regulations, 1993.
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4.3 At Sea

4.3.1 During the day of the 24th May 2006 the crew had been working on the fishing
station of “Dinish” but had cleared away by 19.30 hours and were variously
either eating in the mess room or were in their cabins.

4.3.2 The Skipper was on watch in the wheelhouse with the vessel making about 7
knots. This was less than full sea speed as the engines were not being run at
full load to allow them to 'run in' following repair in Vigo. He reported feeling a
slight blow to the vessel.

4.3.3 The Second Captain was due on watch from about 23.00 hours to 07.00 hours
and by 19.30 hours that day he had eaten and was asleep in his cabin in
preparation for his next watch.

4.3.4 The Chief Engineer was on duty from 06.00 hours to 12.00 hours and then from
18.00 hours to 23.59 hours while the Second Engineer did the opposite watch.
The Second Engineer assisted the Chief to repair a pipe in the engine room a
short time after his watch was completed at 18.00 hours. The repair
necessitated the use of the welding equipment and the cables were taken out
through the aft workshop door onto the fishing station. Following the repair the
cables were left lying through the door and the door was left open. Neither
man noticed any flooding on the fishing station or in the engine room at this
time, which was about 19.30 ships time. The Second Engineer went to his cabin
and turned in shortly after this.

4.3.5 The cook was still on duty and aware that the Chief Engineer had not eaten his
evening meal. He saw the Chief Engineer at about 21.30 hours and asked if he
wanted to eat. The Chief said that he would return shortly. When he returned,
he ate and then was headed towards the fishing station to go below to the
engine room through the starboard side entrance door.
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5. THE INCIDENT

5.1 Flooding

5.1.1 The Chief Engineer returned soon after he had left the messroom and said to
the cook that the fishing station was flooded and that it would have to be
pumped out. He then headed off to the engine room and called the Skipper on
the bridge to say that there was water in the engine room.

5.1.2 The cook went to the fishing station to see what was going on and heard alarms
going off at this stage but did not think that they were related to the flooding.
He saw water on the deck and told the boatswain who was in his cabin. He also
roused the Second Engineer, who was off duty, in order that he could assist.

5.1.3 The time was approximately 22.00 hours ships time on 24th May 2006 and the
vessel was in a position approximately 180 miles WSW of the Isles of Scilly. The
weather was fair with a west south westerly wind force four to five. The sea
state was moderate to rough and visibility was moderate to poor.

5.1.4 The Skipper of “Dinish” was on the bridge when he was informed by the Chief
Engineer, that there was a problem in the engine-room and that water was
coming in.

5.1.5 The boatswain, meanwhile, instructed the cook to close the waste/fish chute
door on the ships starboard side whilst he closed the starboard engine room
door. By this time water was entering the engine room through the open door
each time the vessel rolled. The level of water on the fishing station would
have been at or very near to the height of the door coaming.

5.1.6 As the cook tightened down the closing device he could see daylight coming
into the fishing station from the aft side of the chute at the ships side. He did
not attach any significance to this.

5.1.7 The Second Engineer was asleep in his cabin when he was called by the cook
and told to assist the Chief Engineer. Unaware of the seriousness of the
situation the Second Engineer got up slowly and whilst getting dressed he was
aware that the generators were being changed over because the vessel blacked
out momentarily. When he was ready he went to the engine room, entering via
the port side, which was the closest entrance to his cabin. There he found that
the Chief Engineer had changed over from the shaft alternator to the port side
diesel alternator.

5.1.8 The Second Engineer saw water being splashed about towards the stern side of
the main engine, which was running at the time and observed the level of
water in the engine room to be below the level of the deck plates. The Chief
Engineer told him to go and close the fish chute because the water was coming
from above.
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5.1.9 The cook was coming from the waste chute and told the Second Engineer that
he had already closed it but to go and check. The boatswain was on the fishing
station by now. The Second Engineer checked the waste/fish chute and found it
shut, although the hatch at the top of the chute remained open. By this time
the water on the deck was about 70 cms high, the vessel was listing to
starboard and the crew were assembling on the fishing station at the port
forward end.

5.1.10 The Second Engineer could see daylight clearly through a crack in the body of
the fish chute at the stern side but did not attach any significance to this. He
returned to the engine room and observed that the level of the water in the
bilges had increased and was now above the level of the deck plates on the
starboard side but below the plates on the port side even though the Chief
Engineer told him that the engine room and fishing station bilge pumps were
working. The Second Engineer was acting under the instructions of the Chief as
he had only been on the vessel for two days and was unfamiliar with the
machinery. He was not in a position to verify for himself that the pumps were
operating correctly.

5.1.11 The Second Engineer returned to the fishing station and observed that the
water level was continuing to rise on the deck and that the vessel was listing to
starboard. He also noted that the door to the aft storeroom was open and that
the door to the starboard side compressor room was open and water was
flooding both spaces. Water would shortly reach the port side accommodation
doorsill and overflow. He did not close the aft store door because there were
welding cables running through it and the starboard side compressor room door
was inaccessible by this time.

5.1.12 Water was already seen flooding into the engine room from the starboard
forward area where pipes were routed from the refrigeration compressors to
the engine room. Water also entered the engine room from the aft end where
the storeroom drained to the engine bilges.

5.1.13 The Boatswain, realising that the flooding was serious went to the bridge to
inform the Skipper of the situation and then returned to the fishing station. He
returned to the bridge to tell the Skipper and to say that he should come and
see what was happening and left again.

5.1.14 The Skipper went below to inspect the situation and met with the boatswain on
the way down. Both men went down to the engine room through the port side
entrance door and found a large amount of water in the engine-room, which
appeared to be streaming up from the floor plates to the deck head with
considerable force. The Chief Engineer was in the engine room at that time.

5.1.15 When the Second Engineer returned to the engine room for the third time the
Skipper and boatswain were there but left to raise the alarm and prepare to
abandon ship. The time was about 22.15 hours. At this point the Chief stopped
the main engine and immediately the water being splashed up by the flywheel
stopped. The Second Engineer left the engine room to prepare to abandon ship
but returned again shortly afterwards to tell the Chief that it was time to go.
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5.2 Abandon Ship

5.2.1 The Skipper, realising that the engine room was flooding and that water was
spreading to other parts of the vessel, returned to the bridge to notify La
Coruna radio and the crew of the situation. Whilst on the bridge he started to
put on his survival suit.

5.2.2 La Coruna radio advised that they were going to call out the rescue services
and the Skipper agreed.

5.2.3 Meanwhile the second captain, boatswain, cook and a sailor had started to
launch the liferafts, starting with the one on the port side. Due to the list it
was not possible to enter the port side raft and the starboard liferaft was
launched.

5.2.4 The boatswain, cook and one sailor got straight into this liferaft and the second
captain returned to the bridge to collect a lifejacket and immersion suit which
he had to cut out of its packaging. He told the Skipper that the crew were
abandoning ship and then left the vessel from the starboard side jumping into
the water. The liferaft was about six metres away at this stage and he managed
to catch hold of the painter and haul himself towards the raft. The three crew
in the liferaft pulled him aboard.

5.2.5 The second captain, the second engineer and several other crew members saw
the Chief Engineer in the centre of the vessel during this time but he did not
have a lifejacket on. They also saw two crew on the deck of the “Dinish” and
both were wearing lifejackets.

5.2.6 The second engineer was on deck holding the painter for the liferaft. Afraid
that the crew in the liferaft would cut the painter he jumped into the water,
swam to the raft and was hauled aboard. A third man, one of the sailors, was
also pulled from the water. The two remaining crew were seen to enter the
water and later on were heard to shout. 

5.2.7 The people in the liferaft, afraid that the “Dinish” would capsize on top of
them, tried to row away from the vessel with little success, however the wind
brought them clear as the “Dinish” rolled over. The oars provided in the raft
were not long enough to reach the water unless the rower leaned bodily over
the side of the raft.

5.2.8 The rescue boat was not launched during the abandon ship nor were any
lifebuoys thrown over the side.

5.2.9 None of the officers or crew in the liferaft collected the portable VHF radios,
the Search and Rescue Transponder or the flares from the bridge before
abandoning ship.

5.2.10 The Skipper was one of the last to leave the vessel and having realised that the
bridge was almost in the water he left the wheelhouse and stepped into the 
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water. Fearing that the vessel could turn over on top of him he swam away
from it. He could see the liferaft about 30 metres away with people in it and
could also see the empty raft. He was wearing an immersion suit but no
lifejacket. The immersion suit was not fully zipped up and let water in. The
time was about 22.25 hours.

5.2.11 The Chief Engineer was seen in the water by the Skipper and the boatswain as
were two of the sailors, however they could not say if the Chief Engineer was
wearing a lifejacket or not, although the Skipper had seen him with one on
before he abandoned ship. The Skipper signalled to the people in the water to
try to reach the liferaft, however it was being blown away from them.

A piece of net was floating about and he and one of the sailors managed to
grab hold of this and it gave them something to help keep them afloat and
together. The two men in the net could hear their colleagues but as night fell
they lost contact. Some of the lifebuoys also floated to the surface, however to
reach these meant that the men would have had to let go of the net to swim
towards them.

5.2.12 The EPIRB, located on the wheelhouse roof, floated free of the vessel and
activated automatically as the vessel capsized. Its first signal was received at
20.29 UTC, 22.29 ships time in the RCC Kinloss.
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5.3 Communications

5.3.1 Ships time was on Central European Time adjusted for daylight saving which
meant that it was two hours ahead of UTC and one hour ahead of local time in
Ireland.

5.3.2 At 20.25 UTC (22.25 ships time) Valentia Coastguard Radio intercepted a call
from “Dinish” to La Coruna radio in Spain saying that they were taking water in
position 4826N 01023W.

5.3.3 At 20.29 UTC (22.29 ships time) RCC Kinloss picked up an EPIRB distress alert
from the “Dinish” and advised MRCC Dublin as this was an Irish vessel.

5.3.4 At 21.11 UTC Stena Contest advised Falmouth Coastguard that they were 10
miles from the distress position and proceeding to assist with rescue.

5.3.5 At 21.15 UTC (23.15 ships time) Las Palmas radio was heard calling “Dinish” but
did not receive a reply and did not respond to Valentia Radio when called.

5.3.6 At 21.35 UTC (23.35 ships time) MRCC Falmouth was unable to establish
communications with “Dinish”.

5.3.7 Following the EPIRB alert there was no further communication with “Dinish”.
Several vessels in the area also tried to make contact with “Dinish” without
success.

5.3.8 A search and rescue operation was put in place involving ships in the area at
the time, two helicopters and a search aircraft from the United Kingdom.
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6. EVENTS AFTER THE INCIDENT

6.1 A number of vessels were in the area at the time and assisted with the search and
rescue operation. These were:

“Stolt Capability” Chemical/Oil Products Tanker
24625 GT

“Stena Contest” Chemical Tanker
27357 GT

“Jag Pahel” Crude Oil Tanker
27627 GT

6.2 At 21.25 hours UTC “Stena Contest” was requested by Valentia Coastguard Radio
to try to contact “Dinish” on VHF Ch 16. “Stena Contest” tried without success.

6.3 At 21.44 hours UTC “Jag Pahel” reported seeing a hand held flare and shortly
after this “Stena Contest” had two radar targets at about 1.5 miles away in
position 482634N 0102023W.

6.4 Whilst in the liferaft the crew located the parachute flares and hand held flares.
They were aware that there were seasickness tablets in the raft but did not use
them even though some of the crew were being sick due to the motion of the
raft. They managed to stream the drogues and attempted to row the raft, using
the oars, towards the men in the water that they could hear shouting.

6.5 “Stena Contest” identified the targets as liferafts and by 22.10 hours UTC had the
first raft alongside and found it to be empty.

6.6 The second liferaft was alongside the vessel by 22.37 hours UTC with 6 persons
onboard. All the survivors were wearing lifejackets but not immersion suits,
except the Second Captain. They were taken on board “Stena Contest” and
eventually landed ashore at Wilhelmshaven, Germany from where they were
repatriated to Spain. They were the Mate, Second Engineer, Boatswain, Cook and
two deckhands. None of the six spoke English sufficiently well to communicate
with the crew of “Stena Contest”, however a satellite telephone linkup with a
translator helped them to communicate to “Stena Contest” that there were four
persons still in the water.

6.7 The three vessels continued searching the area as it became apparent that there
were four persons still in the water. It was reported that all four were wearing
lifejackets but only the Skipper was wearing an immersion suit.

6.8 “Jag Pahel” reports that they can hear shouting and at 00.13 hours UTC on 25th
May 2006 two persons are sighted in the water by “Stolt Capability”. One person
was wearing a lifejacket and the other an immersion suit. “Stolt Capability”
managed to recover one person wearing an immersion suit and the other person
was recovered from the water by helicopter.
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6.9 The Skipper, who was wearing the immersion suit, was landed ashore at Horta,
The Azores from where he was repatriated to Spain.

6.10 The deckhand recovered from the water by helicopter was brought to Cork Airport
and was pronounced dead.

6.11 A search continued for the Chief Engineer and one of the deckhands until 05.55
hours when it was called off due to reduced visibility. It was reported that they
were wearing lifejackets. These two crew remain unaccounted for.
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7. CONCLUSIONS

7.1 “Dinish” flooded, capsized and sank at approximately 20.30 hours UTC 180 miles
west south west of the Scilly Isles in position 4826N 01023W. Water entered the
vessels main deck / fishing station due to failure of the ships side connection of
the fish chute. The main deck drain sumps flooded first and as the vessel
trimmed by the stern progressive flooding took place first into the engine room
through an open door.

When the flooding onto the deck and into the engine room was noticed the
engine room door was closed and flooding increased on the main deck until water
started to enter the aft storerooms and the compressor room. Water then started
to flood the engine room again through drains and pipe penetrations.

As the vessel settled into the water stability started to decrease and the water
level on the main deck rose above the hatch coamings and flooded into the
centre and forward holds.

As flooding progressed the stability of the “Dinish” decreased until capsize
occurred.

Capsize occurred about 1 hour after flooding first started and about 30 minutes
after flooding was first noticed by the crew. (See Appendix 9.5).

7.2 The time taken for flooding and capsize to occur could have been affected by a
number of factors:

● Computer modelling shows that if all the weather tight doors and hatches in
the fishing station had been closed when flooding was first noticed the time
taken to capsize would have increased by about 50 minutes.

● Computer modelling shows that if all the weather tight doors and hatches on
the fishing station had been closed before flooding first occurred the time
take to capsize would have increased by about 2 hours.

7.3 It was routine to check the refrigeration compressors several times during the
watch and it is likely that the door to this space was normally left open, along
with the other weathertight doors in the fishing station. Good seamanship and
housekeeping would have meant that these doors were kept closed and although
“Dinish” would still have sank in this situation there would have been more time
available to summon assistance and abandon ship. Indeed there may even have
been sufficient time to systematically assess the problem and effect temporary
repairs, which would have prevented the vessel sinking.

7.4 The stability book for “Dinish” showed several conditions where the vessel had
negative freeboard these were:

● Condition 7 Depart Port 
All tanks full plus 60 tonnes of ice. Minimum freeboard required 0.050m,
actual freeboard minus 0.131m.
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● Condition 8 Arrival at the fishing grounds.
Most tanks full, limited consumption of fuels, lubes and supplies plus 59 tonnes
ice. Minimum freeboard required 0.050m, actual freeboard minus 0.075m.

● Condition 9 Depart the fishing grounds for first discharge in Ireland.
Most tanks full, some consumption of fuels, lubes and supplies. 48 tonnes of
ice and 35 tonnes of fish. Minimum freeboard required 0.050m, actual
freeboard minus 0.064m.

The negative freeboard departing Vigo meant that the main deck of “Dinish”
was under water and that any failure of a shipside connection in this region
would result in flooding of the main deck.

7.5 The stability book for "Dinish" was not approved by either the flag State or Lloyds
Register as classification society.  It was not required to be approved and the
information that it contained satisfied the requirements of the Safety, Health and
Welfare at Work (Fishing Vessels) Regulations, 1999.

7.6 The owners and crew did not pay sufficient attention to the condition of the fish
chute and its connection with the ships side. Fish chutes are subject to abnormal
wear and tear as they are continually wet and dry and also used to discharge
abrasive waste from the trawl nets - stones, flotsam etc.

7.7 An immersion suit was provided for every crewmember on board. This was in
excess of the flag State requirements, however the immersion suits were still in
the delivery bags when “Dinish” departed Vigo and the crew were not exercised
in donning them. It is likely that at least one of the three deceased / missing
crewmembers would have survived if he had been wearing an immersion suit.

7.8 The abandon ship was not carried out in an orderly fashion. The crew were not
assembled and did not abandon ship together. This resulted in four of the crew
being left behind on “Dinish” after the liferafts had been launched.

7.9 There was a failure by the Master of the vessel to comply with the Merchant
Shipping (Musters)(Fishing Vessel) Regulations, 1993 and the Safety, Health and
Welfare at Work (Fishing Vessels) Regulations 1999 in carrying out drills. A fire and
abandon ship drill held before departure of the “Dinish” may have helped to make
the crew aware of the location of the immersion suits, lifejackets and donning
procedures. It may also have helped in ensuring a more orderly abandon ship.

7.10 There was a failure by the master and company to comply with the Fishing Vessel
(Basic Safety Training) Regulations, 2001 in ensuring that all crewmembers had
undergone the basic safety training required. The crew had, however, had some
personal survival training.

7.11 There was a failure by the company to comply with the Fishing Vessels
(Certification of Deck Officers and Engineer Officers) Regulations, 1988 in
ensuring that all the officers had Irish Certificates of Competency or equivalent
Certificates of Competency. It is unlikely that failure to comply with these
regulations affected the cause or outcome of the incident, however, Irish 
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Certificates of Competency are conducted through the English language and
competency in English would have helped communications with the rescuers.

7.12 There was a failure by the company to allow sufficient familiarisation time on
the vessel especially for new crew. The Second Engineer was not sufficiently
familiar with the arrangements on board “Dinish” to be of any significant
assistance to the Chief Engineer during this incident.

7.13 No attempt was made to stop the ingress of water through the crack in the fish
chute other than trying to close the shipside connection. It is likely that
excessive force used to close the fish chute door had the effect of opening up
the crack even more and allowing more water into the vessel.

7.14 The Chief Engineer collected a lifejacket from the bridge and had it on when he
was last seen on board by the master. A lifejacket should have been available in
the engine room for just such an eventuality as this. All the other crew were
reported to have been wearing lifejackets when they abandoned ship. In spite of
a search of the area the Chief Engineer and one crewman were not located
although their bodies should have been kept afloat for at least 24 hours by the
lifejackets. It is possible that their lifejackets were not fastened securely and
came off in the water.

7.15 The rescue boat was not launched. A pre departure drill had not been carried
out and the crew would have been unfamiliar with the launching of the rescue
boat because of this. Had they been familiar with the launching procedure, and
had the rescue boat been launched they may have been able to locate and
rescue the four men in the water and also retrieve the liferaft that drifted away.

7.16 Lifebuoys and other flotsam were not thrown overboard. An approved lifebuoy is
tested to be capable of supporting two persons in the water. If the lifebuoys
were used they might have increased the chances of survival of the men in the
water by giving them something to cling to.

7.17 The crew failed to take the SARTS and portable VHF radios with them when they
abandoned ship. These items would have assisted search vessels to locate the
crew. The muster list is required to be prepared before proceeding to sea and
among other things should designate crewmembers to prepare the liferafts and
equip them with these items.

7.18 “Dinish” was due, but not overdue, for intermediate survey for the Certificate of
Compliance whilst undergoing repairs in Vigo. It would have been prudent of the
owners to invite the flag State and classification society to Vigo to carry out
annual and intermediate surveys prior to the first fishing campaign. The flag
State and classification society should have been notified of the repairs being
carried out in any event.

7.19 A negative reporting system is used by the State when carrying out its surveys on
fishing vessels. There is no positive record required to be kept of what has been
surveyed. A list is usually produced advising the owner of deficiencies that
require to be rectified within a given time frame, however it is normally the 
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case that every part of the vessel is surveyed and in this instance there is no
reason to suspect that this was not the case. The extent of the flag State survey
exceeded the requirements for the issue of a Certificate of Compliance.

7.20 The rescue operation was carried out in a professional and seamanlike manner by
both the shore coordinators and the search and rescue aircraft and vessels tasked
to the event.
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 There are few lessons to be learned from this incident that have not already
been highlighted in other similar reports and in Marine Notices. The conclusions
relating to the loss of “Dinish” and the subsequent loss of life are self
explanatory and centre on the adequacy of the company procedures for checking
the structural integrity of the vessel, crew familiarisation, the Masters failure to
ensure that emergency drills were carried out prior to departure and the initial
sailing conditions allowed in the stability book (See stability book at Appendix
9.6). 

Owners, operators, Masters and crew should make every effort to ensure that all
personnel on board are trained in safety procedures, familiar with the vessel,
have the latest safety information available to them and that they comply with
the legislation. All parts of the vessel that could reasonably be expected to lead
to flooding should be inspected frequently for damage and effective operation.

Stability books should not contain sailing conditions which fail to meet minimum
criteria or such conditions should be clearly marked to the effect that they are
not sea-going conditions.

Owners and skippers should 'sign-off' on the stability book agreeing that the
sailing conditions contained in the book reflect the actual work cycle of the
vessel.

8.2 The State should review the effectiveness of its marine safety information
promulgation, as the safety message does not seem to be penetrating into the
fishing industry regarding ship familiarisation, safety training, and emergency
preparedness.

8.3 A number of national regulations were broken and had they been observed the
outcome of this incident might have been different.

The State should review the effectiveness of its enforcement of marine safety
legislation. Stronger enforcement of the legislation may lead to a greater
awareness and understanding of the requirements.

8.4 The State should review, update and amend its 'Guidelines for Survey of Fishing
Vessels of 24m Length and Over' including comprehensive checklists and survey
requirements to cover all applicable legislation, marine notices and
recommendations.

8.5 The State should review its policy of acceptance of classification certificates as
evidence of compliance with structural standards without having in place formal
agreements.

8.6 The State should review the adequacy of the safety legislation applying to
existing fishing vessels of greater than 24m with a view to more prescriptive
requirements for the hull, machinery, safety equipment and stability.
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9.1 Profile of the “Dinish”
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Appendix 9.3: Plans at Main Deck and below Main Deck
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Appendix 9.4: Diagram of waste chute
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Appendix 9.5: Diagrams illustrating the sequence of events
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Appendix 9.6: Trim and Stability Book
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Appendix 9.6

Appendix 10.1: Annex 4-38
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10. LIST OF CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED

10.1 Lloyd's Register 12th February 2008

10.2 Castletown Fisheries, 10th March 2008

10.3 MCIB Response to correspondence from Castletown Fisheries
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MCIB RESPONSE TO CORRESPONDENCE FROM CASTLETOWN FISHERIES

1 Page 2 Paragraph 1

The Transcript of Register for “Dinish” has the words 'date keel laid' scored out
and the words 'when built' handwritten underneath with the year 1973. This
document was used to establish the date of build of Dinish. (draft report 4.1.1)

2 Page 5 Paragraph 2

The translation of the course details referred to in 4.2.1 referred to it as a
'Distance Learning Course'. An extract of the original and the translation is
appended. (draft report 4.2.1)

3 Page 5 Paragraph 4

In the Second Engineer's statement dated 6th June 2006 he states that he joined
the company in early May but the first time that they set sail for sea was Monday
22nd May in the early afternoon. He also states that as he had only spent two days
on the vessel at the time of the sinking that he was unfamiliar with the vessel. It
is clear from the company's response that although the Second Engineer had spent
about two weeks assigned to the vessel there was no formal familiarisation
procedure in place. (draft report 4.2.3, 7.12)

4 Page 5 Paragraph 4

The information relating to the length of duration of the fishing campaign was
supplied to the investigator at a meeting with the company directors in Dublin on
the 10th August 2006. At this meeting it was stated that “Dinish” was provisioned
for a three-month fishing campaign and was expected to land every ten days in
Ireland. (draft report 4.1.15)

5 Page 5 Paragraph 6

The last paragraph on page 5 of the Castletown Fisheries observations document
states 'Drafts at departure were according with the stability book and weights
were in their position;” The remainder of the paragraph and subsequent
paragraphs on page 6 discuss freeboards in relation to EC rules, Torremolinos
Rules, Load Line Rules and UK Merchant Shipping Notice M-9-75.

The annex to the comments contains an extract from a stability book for “Dinish”.
This extract is for Departure from Port (Vigo 15.01.2003).

In answer to these comments the MCIB offer the following:

The report does not make mention of any rule requirements for minimum
freeboard. Nor does it infer any criticism of the fact that the vessel sailed 'with a
negative freeboard'. The MCIB recognises that there are no rule requirements for
minimum freeboard for an existing fishing vessel. (draft report 4.1.16)
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The statements referring to negative freeboard are merely to demonstrate that
the waste chute would have been partially submerged at the time of the casualty.
(draft report 4.1.16)

The stability book, which was given to the MSO at the time of the survey for the
Certificate of Compliance, is dated September 1996 and the Lightship and the
Departure from Port condition differ from those in the extract in the above-
mentioned annex. The stability analysis in the report is based on the stability
book dated September 1996, which was accepted in good faith as a copy of the
book that was on board the vessel and which was noted by the surveyor at the
time of the C.o.C. survey.

Although the Departure Condition as given in the above-mentioned annex shows
an actual freeboard amidships of 72mm, which is 22mm greater than the minimum
stated, the vessel has a trim of 1.092m by the stern. Using the drafts and trim
from this condition it can be shown that the draft above base in way of the waste
chute (3.2m forward of AP) is 4.363m and the height above base to the deck at
side at 3.2m forward of AP is 4.26m. This demonstrates that, in this sailing
condition, the deck in way of the waste chute would be submerged by 100mm.

6 Page 7 Paragraph 3

In his statement to the Spanish Authorities the skipper Mr Juan Comedero states
that the waste chute was shut “It was shut. They told me that it was shut. I knew
it was when the second Captain told me that he had gone to see how it was and
he said that it was shut”.

In the Boatswains statement he says that “I gave the order to shut the stringer
[fish chute]” and later that “I went to the stringer again and checked that the
stringer was shut”

Neither the skipper or the Boatswain actually shut the fish chute door, however
both the cook and the second engineer operated the closing mechanism for the
door on separate occasions and both men testify to seeing daylight in the vicinity
of the door and to seeing what appears to be an ingress of water into the vessel.
(draft report 5.1.5 - 5.1.10)

7 Page 7 Paragraph 4

Whilst the boatswain and the skipper both saw a forceful stream of water in the
engine room neither could say for definite whether or not this stream of water
was being caused by the flood water being thrown around by the engine flywheel.
The skipper states “I don't know if the ships [fly] wheel was splashing out water. I
know that jet of water came in from above, there was lots of water”

The boatswain states “The stream of water that ran out was incredible. It hit
against the ceiling with force”

In the second engineers statement he says that he did not see any pressurised
stream of water coming into the engine room other than water coming from
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the door to the engine room from the fishing station, before it was closed and
water down through the pipes where the refrigeration system passed through. He
also stated that when the main engine was stopped that the water being thrown
around the engine room stopped. Furthermore in response to questioning as to
where the water in the engine room came from the Second Engineer says “No.
There was never any water leak in the engine [room]”. “That water in the engine
room came from the fishing station”. (draft report 5.1.11 - 5.1.15)

8 The information supplied by the Castletown Fisheries does not, therefore, alter
the conclusion of the report as to the cause of the sinking of the “Dinish”.
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