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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

SUMMARY

(Note: All times are in UTC +1)

The “MFV Dean Leanne”, a 5.91 metre (m) L.O.A. Irish registered, open fishing
vessel departed Dunmore East at 06.53 hrs on the 12th June 2013 with a crew

of three on-board with the intention of re-positioning pots laid in Tramore Bay.

The vessel was reported missing at 17.29 hrs at which time the emergency
services were tasked.

At 17.58 hrs first casualty was sighted in the water by Waterford based
helicopter R117.

The three casualties were recovered by 18.14 hrs, two by the Dunmore East
Lifeboat and one by the Waterford based helicopter R117.

The vessel was found capsized and partially sunken.
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2. FACTUAL INFORMATION
2.1 Particulars of the Vessel:

Name of Vessel:
Fishing No:
Year of Build:
Overall Length:
Crew:

Breadth:

Depth:

Engine:

General Description
of Craft:

Code of Practice:

Type of Marine

Casualty or Incident:

Location of incident:

“MFV DEAN LEANNE”.

W296.

Approximately 1973.

5.91 (m).

Certified to carry a crew of two.
1.78 (m).

0.75 (m).

A Honda outboard engine of 7.4 KW capacity manufactured in
2007.

Traditionally built, open, wooden vessel of carvel construction
(a method of vessel building where hull planks are fastened
edge-to-edge, gaining support from the frame and forming a
smooth surface), with a raked stem and transom stern.

The vessel is believed to have been originally built in circa 1973
and was stated to have been substantially rebuilt in 1992 - 1993.
In 2010 the outside of the hull of the vessel was fibre glassed
over.

The vessel was fitted with a hydraulically operated pot hauler
driven by a petrol engine.

Code of Practice Declaration of Compliance for the “MFV Dean
Leanne” was carried out on the 28th June 2010 and was valid
until 28th June 2014. However, this is only on the basis that an
intermediate Declaration was to be carried out between 28th of
April 2012 and 28th of September 2012. A copy of the Declaration
is attached to this report without the required intermediate
Declaration. (See Appendix 7.1). On this basis the Declaration
became invalid and consequently the vessel did not have a valid
Declaration for use as a fishing vessel. The operational area of
the vessel was the Waterford Estuary within five miles of a safe-
haven. The vessel was operating outside this area.

Very Serious Marine Casualty.

In the vicinity of Brownstown Head,
Co. Waterford.
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2.2

2.3

Injuries/fatalities: Three fatalities.

Damage/
environmental impact: Nil.

Persons on-board: 3

Crew Particulars:

Crew Member No. 1 Death caused by drowning induced by hypothermia.
Aged 49 years.

Crew Member No. 2 Death caused by drowning induced by hypothermia.
Aged 47 years.

Crew Member No. 3  Death caused by drowning induced by hypothermia.
Aged 44 years.

All crewmembers were experienced fishermen.

All of the fishermen had the required safety training under SI1(2001)587 and the Design,
Construction, Equipment and Operation of Small Fishing Vessels of less than 15 (m) length
overall Code of Practice.

The three persons on-board had valid radio qualifications, ie, SRC1. The vessel had a valid
radio station licence and its EPIRB was registered on the 6th of February 2009 and it was
verified as correctly registered to the vessel “MFV Dean Leanne”.

Environmental Conditions:

The weather report for the area of the casualty was as follows:
Winds: Moderate to Fresh Force 3-5.

Visibility: Good to Moderate.

Seastate: Moderate, with significant wave heights of 1.5 (m), from a south-westerly
direction, just outside the bay.

Low Water at 14.08 hrs.
(See Appendix 7.2)

However, the vessel was operating outside its operational area and a weather report for
the operational area in the Suir Estuary was as follows:

Winds: Light to Moderate Force 3-4.
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Visibility: Good to Moderate.
Seastate: N/A.

Low Water: Cheek Point 15.07 IST.

2.4 EPIRB:

The vessel’s EPIRB (Emergency Position Indicating Radio Beacon) was stated to be
normally stowed in a bracket in the forward locker of the vessel. The type of EPIRB
fitted to the “MFV Dean Leanne” could either be manually operated or would
automatically operate if it came into contact with seawater, assuming the satellite could
track the signal emitted.

Manufacturer: GME (Standard Communications PTY Ltd) Australia.
Model: EPIRB MT401-e999B.

Type: C/S Class 2 Water Activation.

Serial Number: 70117320.

Battery Replacement Date: July 2013.

The vessel’s EPIRB was found on Saturday the 15th June 2013 on a beach in the vicinity
of Tramore. The EPIRB was handed into the Tramore Garda Station on the 16th June
2013.

The EPIRB button cover was found to be lifted in an open position; the test and manual
activation buttons were visually exposed. The manual activation security seal was
unbroken.

No transmissions were recorded as ever having been received from the EPIRB registered
to the “MFV Dean Leanne”.

2.5 Personal Floatation Devices (PFDs):

When the bodies of crew members Nos. 2 & 3 were recovered they were found to be
wearing PFDs. No PFD was found on the body of Crew Member No. 1.

The PFD on crew member No. 3 was fitted with an automatic hydrostatic release
mechanism and was found to have inflated. However, the bladder on the PFD was found
to be partially filled with water.

The PFD on crew member No. 2 was found to be still folded inside its protective cover
and had not been inflated. This PFD would be operated by pulling the operating cord
manually to release inflation gas into the bladder.

(See CH Marine test report in Appendix 7.3).
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3.1

NARRATIVE

The vessel departed Dunmore East with three crew members on-board at 06.53
hrs on the 12th June 2013 to tend to lobster pots which were shot between
Falskirt Rock and Brownstown Head. A total of about 170 pots, shot in strings of
12-14 pots. Each string had a marker and weight at each end.

The last known sighting of the vessel was about 14.00 hrs on the 12th June 2013
in the vicinity of Brownstown Head. (See Appendix 7.4).

At 17.29 hrs MRCC Dublin received a call from a member of Dunmore East
Lifeboat advising of an overdue fishing vessel that had left Dunmore East that
morning.

At 17.31 hrs Dunmore East Lifeboat were tasked to search for the missing vessel.
At 17.32 hrs Waterford based helicopter R117 was tasked.

At 17.48 hrs MRCC Dublin tasked Tramore Lifeboat.

At 17.53 hrs Tramore Lifeboat advised they were launched.

At 17.54 hrs Helicopter R117 advised they were on scene.

At 17.58 hrs Helicopter R117 reported sighting a casualty in the water and was
recovered to the aircraft. Position 52°08.3N 007°06.61W.

At 18.02 hrs Helicopter R117 reported sighting a second casualty.

At 18.06 hrs Helicopter R117 reported sighting the casualty vessel in position
52°08.57N 07°07.29W.

At 18.12 hrs Dunmore East Lifeboat had the second and third casualties on-
board.

On the evening of 12th June 2013 the Tramore Inshore Lifeboat placed an anchor
and buoy on the semi-submerged capsized “MFV Dean Leanne” for recovery when
weather conditions permitted. It is understood that when the vessel was
recovered it was found with the bow protruding out of the water.

On the 13th June 2013 an unsuccessful attempt was made to salvage the “MFV
Dean Leanne”.

On the 16th June 2013 the “MFV Dean Leanne” was successfully salvaged and
taken to a Garda compound.
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3.1.1 No distress messages were received from the “MFV Dean Leanne”, by EPIRB,
VHF or mobile telephone. The partner of the No. 3 crew member tried to
contact him without success at approximately 11.45 hrs on the 12th June
2013.

3.1.2 No flares, marine equipment approved lifejackets, VHF radio or lifebuoys were
recovered from the vessel or washed up ashore. The foregoing items were all
items of safety equipment shown to be on-board the vessel at the time of
survey in June 2010.

3.2 Survey & Inspection:

3.2.1 The vessel had undergone a Code of Compliance Inspection on the 28th June
2010 and was valid until 28th June 2014. The Declaration would continue to be
deemed valid if an intermediate Declaration had been carried out between
28th April 2012 and 28th September 2012, but because this was not carried out
the Declaration became invalid. The operational area of the vessel was the
Waterford Estuary within five miles of a safe-haven. At the time of the
incident the vessel was operating outside the parameters of its Declaration of
Compliance.

3.2.2 On inspection of the craft on the 16th June 2013 (the day of salvage) it was
noted that there was extensive damage to the stem of the vessel and to the
transom of the vessel, with delamination of fibreglass sheathing starboard side
amidships. The outboard engine was broken off from the transom bracket. The
pot hauler was lying in the vessel, with the pot hauler driving engine missing.
Four pots and an assortment of pot ropes and anchors were lying in the vessel.

3.2.3 It was not possible to determine hull integrity prior to the incident, what
damage may have occurred during the incident or what damage was
subsequent to the incident during the salvage of the vessel.

3.2.4 The MCIB Inspection of the vessel noted that the vessel had been fibre glassed
externally. The external structure of the vessel was in a poor condition with
evidence of extensive rot and decay, effectively giving a fibreglass shell with
reduced structural integrity.

3.3 Personal Floatation Devices:

3.3.1 The PFD on crew member No. 3, a Mullion Neptune 150 newton PFD was fitted
with an automatic hydrostatic release mechanism and was found to have
inflated. The rupture disc on the CO, bottle was found to have ruptured.
However, the bladder on the PFD was found to be partially filled with water.
The hydrostatic release on the PFD was found to be out of date, the expiry
date being December 2010.

»
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3.3.2

3.3.3

3.3.4

3.3.5

3.3.6

3.4

3.4.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

A subsequent test of the PFD was carried out at an approved facility by fitting a
replacement CO, bottle and hydrostatic release. When the PFD was placed in a
tub of water it was found to inflate but leak at the left hand side of the
bladder.

When initially activated the PFD would have some floatation benefits, which
would gradually decrease and then become negative as the bladder filled with
water.

The PFD on crew member No. 2, a Baltic 150 newton PFD was found to be still
folded inside its protective cover and had not been inflated. This PFD would be
operated by pulling the operating cord manually to release inflation gas into the
bladder. The CO, bottle was found to be in a heavily corroded condition, with
the rupture disc intact. No crotch strap was fitted or designed to be fitted by
the manufacturer with this PFD. In an attempt to give the safety advantages of
a crotch strap a make shift rope crotch strap had been fitted at sometime.

A test was carried out on the PFD with the corroded CO, bottle in place. When
the operating chord was pulled the PFD inflated in the normal manner, but was
found to leak at the left hand side of the bladder.

If the PFD had been activated it would have had floatation benefits which would
gradually decrease and then become negative as the bladder filled with water.

Neither PFD had any traceable service record.
EPIRB:

The type GME MT-401 EPIRB fitted to the “MFV Dean Leanne” could either be
manually operated or would automatically operate if it came into contact with
seawater provided the aerial could give a clear transmission.

The vessel’s EPIRB was found on Saturday the 15th June 2013 on a beach in the
vicinity of Tramore.

The stated normal stowage position of the EPIRB was in a bracket in a locker at
the forward starboard side of the craft. (See Photograph No. 5 Appendix 7.5).

It is understood that the vessel did not fully sink and that the bow remained out
of the water. If the EPIRB had remained in its bracket it would not have
activated, as it needs to be semi-immersed to activate. The EPIRB was found
after the incident on a beach. The EPIRB may have been removed from its
bracket by hand or it may have remained in its location only subsequently
becoming dislodged. It is considered most likely that the EPIRB was removed by
hand from the bracket. In any event it did end up in the water but no signal was
received by the Coast Guard.
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3.4.5

3.4.6

3.4.7

3.4.8

3.4.9

The EPIRB button cover was found to be lifted in an open position; the test and
manual activation buttons were visually exposed. The manual activation security
seal was unbroken. However, the button was found to have been depressed and
this would indicate that it is likely that the EPIRB operating button was
operated manually. Additionally, if it had become immersed in seawater with
the aerial near or above the surface and with a charge in the battery it should
also operate. The battery in the EPIRB was in date at the time of the incident.

The owner advised that he carried out the manufacturer’s test recommendations
on the EPIRB, the last one he carried out being in or about March 2013. It is
understood that a subsequent test was carried out in May 2013, but there is no
evidence provided to show any test after May 2013. The manufacturers
recommend that monthly tests be carried out. Additionally, the requirement
under the Code of Practice is that the EPIRB is to be tested on a monthly basis.

No alarm transmissions were recorded as ever having been received from the
EPIRB registered to the “MFV Dean Leanne”.

Subsequent to the incident a new battery was put into the EPIRB and
operational tests carried out. The EPIRB was found to be defective in operation.
The test report for this test carried out in Tramore Garda Station is included in
this report. (See Appendix 7.6).

The MCIB sent the EPIRB to the Australian Transport Safety Board, ATSB, in
Australia - to carry out detailed testing on the EPIRB and to witness these on
behalf of the MCIB. The test report is attached. (See Appendix 7.7). The test
report indicates that the EPIRB operated when the microprocessor was replaced.

3.4.10 The microprocessor was sent to the Philippines Board of Marine Inquiry (BMI) -

(See Appendix 7.8) to allow them to witness further testing at the facility of the
manufacturer on behalf of the MCIB. The test report notes that the
microprocessor had failed.

3.4.11 For the purposes of this report the EPIRB and the microprocessor were found not

to be functioning at the time of the testing.

3.4.12 Subsequent to the casualty with the “MFV Dean Leanne” the EPIRB

manufacturer GME issued a safety bulletin as several of their EPIRBs had been
found to have an inherent fault. A copy of the GME EPIRB Safety Alert is
attached (See Appendix 7.9) in this report. The EPIRB carried by the “MFV Dean
Leanne” is covered by this “Safety Alert”. Following on from this safety alert
GME have now instigated a global recall of affected EPIRBs. A copy of this recall
plan is included in this report (See Appendix 7.10).
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

ANALYSIS

The purpose of the analysis is to determine the contributory causes and
circumstances of the incident as a basis for making recommendations to prevent
similar incidents occurring in the future.

The vessel was operating outside its designated area as detailed in its Code of
Compliance. The comparison of weather reports indicate that the weather
conditions in the incident area were more adverse than those in the area that
the vessel was certified to operate in.

The vessel was a small open vessel of weakened structural integrity that was
fishing inshore on a falling tide.

The vessel was fitted with a hydraulic pot hauler driven by a petrol engine. The
MCIB Investigator was informed that there was no safety device fitted to the
hauler.

It is not known how many pots were on-board at the time of the incident. Three
men and pots in a small open vessel would have a significant adverse effect on
the vessel’s freeboard and stability.

During the course of the day the swell had built up in the area of the incident.
No MAYDAY messages were received from the crew of the “MFV Dean Leanne”.

The evidence would suggest that the incident happened very quickly and it is
understood that no MAYDAY was sent by radio or mobile phone, no flares
activated nor was an EPIRB signal received.

The EPIRB fitted to the vessel was of the manual and automatic activated non-
float free type and was stored as permitted by the Code of Practice.

A vessel of the type and build as the “MFV Dean Leanne”, working in the weather
conditions at the time of the incident, could become swamped or capsize,
resulting in the persons on-board falling into the water.

The post mortem reports established that all the deceased crewmembers died
due to drowning induced by hypothermia. In seawater in the 10°C to 16°C range
exhaustion or unconsciousness is expected to occur within 1-2 hours, with death
within 1 - 6 hours. This would be indicative that the casualties had been in the
water in excess of 1 hour prior to the emergency services reaching them.

If all casualties had been wearing well maintained PFDs with working hydrostatic
releases it could have increased their chances of survival.
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4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

In addition to the PFDs, the vessel was also required under the Code of Practice
to carry lifejackets for all persons on-board. These lifejackets are certified to a
higher standard than the PFDs, which were worn by two of the crew members.

No formal system was in place for giving an estimated time of arrival or for
alerting rescue services, if overdue.

Once the emergency services were alerted they were on the scene within 30
minutes of the first alert. If an early alarm had been raised the casualties’
chances of survival would have been greatly enhanced.

The GME MT-401 EPIRB carried by the “MFV Dean Leanne” was certified by the
international certification company Bureau Veritas, in accordance with the
European Union Directive on Marine Equipment (MED). Bureau Veritas was
appointed as a Notified Body (NB), under the Council Directive, 96/98/EC on
Marine Equipment, as amended, to certify such equipment under the
Authorisation of France as the Authorising State. In accordance with the internal
market and EU Directives other Member States may not prohibit the fitting of a
certified piece of equipment to their vessels. A copy of the certification for the
EPIRB issued by Bureau Veritas is included in the Appendices to this report. (See
Appendix 7.11). In accordance with the certification issued by Bureau Veritas
under the MED, they carried out an initial assessment of the EPIRB manufacturer
GME in Australia and continued to certify the production of the EPIRBs. The roles
of both Bureau Veritas as the NB and GME as the manufacturer are set out in the
MED. Subsequent to the sinking of the “MFV Dean Leanne” a number of similar
GME EPIRBs were detected as apparently defective. These EPIRBs were tested by
the manufacturer GME in Australia. The results of this testing resulted in the
manufacturer GME issuing a Safety Alert for the EPIRBs, a copy is attached to the
Appendices. In addition they have now instigated a global recall.

As advised by family members the last known test carried out on the EPIRB was
in May 2013. It is not known if crew members had carried out any subsequent
tests. The requirement in accordance with both, the Design, Construction,
Equipment and Operation of Small Fishing Vessels of less than 15 (m) length
overall Code of Practice is for monthly testing.

The manufacturer’s requirement is to carry out monthly tests to determine the
EPIRB’s capability to operate properly.
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5.10

CONCLUSIONS

The vessel did not possess a valid Declaration of Compliance in accordance with the
Fishing Vessel Safety Code of Practice. This is a requirement for a fishing vessel to
operate.

The vessel was not operated in accordance with the conditions as had been set out
in its invalid Declaration of Compliance as it was operating outside its defined
operational area.

The vessel was carrying more crew than indicated in the Declaration of Compliance
which listed safety equipment for two-people, but there were three people on-
board.

The vessel possibly encountered wind or wave action or a combination of both. This
may have caused the vessel to be swamped and lose reserve of buoyancy beyond
which it was unable to recover for its loaded condition, resulting in its sinking.

Only two of the crew were found wearing PFDs. However, following testing it was
found that the PFDs had not been maintained and were not in a serviceable
condition or capable of sustaining buoyancy. The chances of survival would have
been enhanced if the PFDs were in a good condition.

MED approved lifejackets, as required by Chapter 7 of the Design, Construction,
Equipment and Operation of Small Fishing Vessels of less than 15 (m) length overall
Code of Practice, were not found on-board. Had they been on-board and
circumstances permitted the donning of the MED lifejackets they would have
provided an enhanced chance of survival than the two defective PFDs that were
recovered.

It would appear that whatever caused the “MFV Dean Leanne” to founder occurred
very quickly as no MAYDAY was transmitted by VHF radio or flares.

Whilst there was no distress call made or alarm raised, if the EPIRB had activated
this could have assisted in a timely and directed response from the emergency
services.

The EPIRB had last been tested by the owner in March 2013 and then again in May
2013. The requirement in the Design, Construction, Equipment and Operation of
Small Fishing Vessels of less than 15 (m) length overall Code of Practice is to carry
out a monthly test.

Had the details of the intended trip been left with a responsible person or persons
ashore, together with a latest time of return, then persons ashore could contact
the emergency services to raise the alarm shortly after the expected time of return
had passed.




SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

The Minister for Transport, Tourism & Sport is recommended to:

Require that fishing vessels less than 12 (m) be fitted with automatic float-free
EPIRBs. - Note this has been introduced as a requirement under the revised
Design, Construction, Equipment and Operation of Small Fishing Vessels of less
than 15 (m) length overall Code of Practice from the 3rd of March 2014. (Please

In addition to EPIRBs for the vessel it is recommended that fishers on fishing
vessels less than 15 (m) be required to carry Personal Locator Beacons, PLBs.
Note this has been introduced as a requirement from the 3rd of March 2014
under the Design, Construction, Equipment and Operation of Small Fishing Vessels
of less than 15 (m) length overall Code of Practice. (Please refer to Marine

MCIB
6. SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1
refer to Marine Notice 39 of 2012).
6.2
Notice 18 of 2014).
Owners and Skippers are recommended to:
6.3

Comply with all the requirements of the Design, Construction, Equipment and
Operation of Small Fishing Vessels of less than 15 (m) length overall Code of
Practice including the requirement for intermediate declarations and to operate
their vessels as per the requirements of their designated operational area.
Compliance is a continuing process and Owners and Skippers must ensure that
their vessels are in a sound, structural, seaworthy condition, prior to the vessel
going to sea.
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Appendix 7.1 Code of Practice Declaration of Compliance.

Design. Construction and Equipment of
Small Fishing Vessels of less than 15 m Length overall

Code of Practice
Declaration of Compliance

To be completed by an Authorised Person

Declarations on page v to be signed by the Authorised Person and Owner

i Name of Vessel F';?':%;;::rs Official Number | Port of Registry

::15_1”; LEANNE N 296 WATE@_ FO_R_D__j
Overall Length

[ 5 Breadth \ Depth Date kee! laid
. (less than 135 metres) | SO |
5.9 179 o075 @195 |
Engine Make & Model | Engine Power (kW) |

 YAMAHA  8HP

Name & Address of Owner

__Description of vessel

OPEN WooDEN BOAT

Description of operational area

WATERFORD ESTUARY WITH IN
5 MiLES OF SAFE HAVEN

Revision 14/02/2005
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Appendix 7.1 Code of Practice Declaration of Compliance.

Chapter 2  Construction, Structural S h and Weathertight
*2.1 | Is hull suitable for the intended fishing method and sea areas? | &3/ No
*22 | Construction Materials | Hull | wooo | Superstructure | N/A
| *2.3 | Is structure sound. watertight & free from significant damage & corrosion?ufq Yes / No
| *2.4 | Do decks comply? &/ No
| 2.5 | Number of bulkheads | Non-watertight | [o) Watertight | O
| *2.6 | Do bulkhead doors comply with Annex 7 (2.3.4)? N/A| Yes/No
| w37 |Doors | Coaming height : : N/A
| | Are doors of sound construction and weathertight? NJ/A! Yes/No
2.8 | Hatchway coaming height N/A
*2.9 | Can hatches be secured weathertight? N/a | Yes/No
*2.10 | Do flush hatches comply? ﬁﬂlﬂ Yes / No
| *2.11 | Do skylights comply? N/A | Yes/No
*2.12 | Do side scuttles & portlights comply? N/a | Yes/No
*2.13 | Do windows comply? /Al Yes/No
*2.14 | Do ventilators comply? N/A | Yes/No
| 2.15 | Is exhaust system acceptable &3/ No
| *2.16 _ Do air pipes comply? N/A | Yes/No
| *2.17.2 | Do sea inlets and discharges comply? N/a | Yes/No |
| *2.18.3 | Do valves, piping & hoses comply? N/A | Yes/No |
| *2.19 | Do freeing ports comply? N/A | Yes/No |
Chapter 3  Stability
| ' |s stability information supplied? N/A!  Yes/No
e 7 Are requirements of Annex 7 applied? N/a  Yes/No
! “ ¥ | Stability standard applied | Roet 768ST
(paad) | Freeboad | 04 & | Rollcoefficient | -6
| Annex 2 | Are guidance notes on board? NA|_ Yes/No |
Chapter 4  Machinerv and Electrical Installations
| 41  Machinery .
| *4.1.1.1 General Reguirements - comply? /No |
| *4.1.2 | Propulsion Machinery and Stern Gear - compiy? @/ No |
| *4.1.4 | Controls and Instruments - comply? q2y/No |
| *4.1.5  Steering System - comply? T /No |
42 Electrical Instaiiations ‘
*4.2.1 | General - comply? _N/A Yes / No
| *4.2.2 | D.C. Svstems Up To 24 volts - comply? N/ - Yes/No
| *42.3 | A.C Systems - comply? N/A | Yes/No
4.3  Pumping & Piping B !
| *43.1 | Fuel Oil Installations - comply? | Y33/ No
*4.3.2  Cooling Water Systems - comply? ) | T@y/No |
|_*43.3  Bilge Pumping Systems - comply? | 7&/No |
*4.3.4  Bilge Pumps - comply? 3/ No
|44 | Anchors & Cables
| *44.1 | General - comply? | @/ No
| *444  Towline - comply? | I/ No
. 45 Fishing & Handling Equipment ) ‘
| *4.5.1 | Winches. tackles and lifting gear - comply? N/A | Yes/No
*4.5.2 | Running gear - comply? N/A | Yes/No
s
Revision | 14/0272005
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Appendix 7.1 Code of Practice Declaration of Compliance.

Chapter 5 Fire Protection. Detection & Extinction

| 5.1 | Fire Safety |
#5.1.1 | Machinery space capable of being closed down? ; N/A | Yes/No
*5.1.2 | Fire Prevention - comply? 3/ No
*5.1.3 | Cleanliness and Pollution Prevention - comply? &3/ No

| *5.1.4 | Open-Flame Gas Appliances - comply? z N/A | Yes/No |

| *5.1.5 | Gas Detection - comply? N/A | Yes/No |

5.2 | Fire Fighting Appliances |

#5.2.1 | Are extinguishers of an approved type I/ No
4522 Serviced Date | 0§ /72

- Portable Engineroom | Type FguDegge | Ratng 1A |N* |

| | Extinguishers | Type Rating N¢

! 4525 Mg | Fire buckets N¢

| #5.2.6 | Remote controls for fuel tank valves | Yes/No fﬂmt{er N/A

| ‘ Location |
#5.2.6 | Are means of closing skylights, doorways etc to machmerv and cargo N/ A | Yes/No
spaces adequate?

Chapter 6  Protection of Crew

| 6.1 | Protection of Personnel

| *6.1.2 | Bulwarks, Guard Rails and Handrails - comply? @/ No
*6.1.4 | Surface of Working Decks - comply? ed/No |
#6.1.5 | Personal Protective Equipment - comply? | &e3/ No
#6.2 | Medical Stores - comply? - 0 |

*6.3 | Securing of Heavy Items or Equipment and Fishing Gear etc - complx_Nb Yes / No
Chapter 7  Life-Saving Appliances

| #7.1 | Are all items of LSA of an approved type | &/ No
#7.2 | Have relevant items of LSA been serviced | I3/ No
#7.3 | Lifejacket for every person on board | <¥29/No | N% - R
| +7 4ﬁ Liferafts sufficient for 100% persons | Yes/No | N¢ | Last Serviced N/A
| *""" | Hydrostatic Release Unit (HRU) Yes/ No | N® | Last Serviced N/A |
! | Lifebuoys Total N” of Lifebuoys | o X
#1.5 | N" with 18m line | |
| N with combined light & smoke signal 05 |
#7.6 | | Personal Floatation Devices (PFD) for every person on board (&3 No N 2
#7.8 | Distress signals 6 red star @g/ No | 12 parachute rockets | Yes/No = |
*7.9 | Means for Recovering Persons from the Water I/ No !
Chapter8  Manning, Trainin; rtificat
fg; 1 Manning - comply? YeshNo l
*8.3 | Standards of Competence - comply? _ | <Xe¥/ No
*8.5 | Operation and Maintenance of Propulsion Machinery - compiy? | (Yes) No i 25
#8.6 | Operation of Radio Equipment - comply? ) E Yes) No
#8.7 | Safety Training - comply? (Yes )No
Is there a copy of the Code of Practice on board? | Yes/No
- i -
Revision | 14/02/2005
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Appendix 7.1 Code of Practice Declaration of Compliance.

Chapter 9  Radio Equipment

| Sea Area (Al or Al & A2) | Al |
#9.3 | Functional requirements - comply? =/ No |
| #9.4 | Installation, location and control of radio equipment - comply? T3/ No
#9.5 | Radio equipment to be provided for all sea areas - comply? @3/ No |
#9.6 | Additional radio equipment to be provided for sea areas Al and A2 - comply? | &/ No |
#9.7 | Radio Watches - comply? YR/
#9.8 | Sources of energy - comply? | @@»/ No
#9.9 | Performance standards - comply? &>/ No
#9.10 | Serviceability and maintenance requirements - comply? | €=/ No
| #9.11 | Radio personnel - comply? | I/ No |
| #9.12 | Radio records - comply? | Yes =D |
Chapter 10 Navigation Equipment Lights. Shapes & Sound Signals
| *10.1 | Navigation Equipment - comply? =3/ No
*10.2 | Are navigation lights fitted? Yes /ND
#10.3 | Steaming Lights - comply? NJ/A | Yes/No
#10.4 | Fishing Lights - comply? _ _N/a| Yes/No
#10.5 | Additional Fishing Light - comply? NJA | Yes/No
#10.6 | Anchor Light - comply? N/A | Yes/ No
| 410.7 | Positions or Lights - comply? N/a | Yes/No |
{ ' Are any all-round lights obscured by mast, etc. by more than 6°? ”_lI[A_ Yes/ No
5 4108 | Day 2 Black Cones with apexes together or a basket ‘ €/ No ]
Signals | black ball <3y/ No
#10.9 | Sound Signals - comply? @/ No |
| *10.10 | Charts and Nautical Publications - comply? o 3/ No |
Chapter 11 Accommodation & Working Spaces
*11.6 | Toilet Facilities - comply? NZAJ;YCS /No |
*11.7 | Access and Escape Arrangements - comply? M Yes/No |
*11.8 | Ventilation - comply? N/A| Yes/No |
| *11.10 | Lighting - comply? IVA| Yes/No |
Annex 7 New Vessel truction
[ ™| Construction Rules used 1 P
__*1.6 | Arrrelevant chapters of Code complied with? _—+Yes/No
- *2 ! Construction and Structural Strength - compiy? 2y Yes/No |
*3 | Weathertight [ntegritv>comply? - | Yes/No
| _*4 | Stability - comply? . P | Yes/No
*S | Machinery - comply? o | Yes/No |
*6 | Piping Svstems - comply? e TR | Yes/No
*7 | Shafting and Stern Gear - compiv? — | Yes/No |
*§ | Bilge Pumping Sysgems - compiy? . " | Yes/No |
| *9 Slcering Gege<Tomply? | Yes/No B
| *10 | Electrieal Systems - comply? ; | Yes/No
*1] |_Bife Safety - comply? ~Yes/No |
7 | Accommodation and Working Spaces - comply? | YCNJ
-iv-
Revision | 14/02/2005
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Appendix 7.1 Code of Practice Declaration of Compliance.

Notes:
|. # indicates Statutory requirements

2. * indicates mandatory requirement for Code compliance

i indicates statutory requirement for vessels = 12m L., and mandatory requirement for Code

compliance for vessels < 12m L,

W

4. Only Statutory and mandatory Code requirements are to be addressed when completing the
Declaration.

W

If *No" is answered to any question. please supply. in a separate statement, the reasons why
the particular item is not complied with.

6. If a particular item is not applicable. please state the reason why.

/ Declaration by Authorised Person \
| . ; Fishing Letters | . e |
| Name of Vessel ) ';'Qim;:rs Ofﬁual‘.\lumberw Port o_f Iﬁglstry
| DEAN LEANNE | W2a96 | | WATERFORD |

I hereby declare that on ;L?/‘/jo at PASSAGE £AsT! completed the inspection of the Fishing Vessel
DEAN._LEANNE..... and that:

1. the particulars given on this form are true and correct:

2. in my judgement the vessel complies with the Code of Practice and is fit for its intended
fishing method and for the sea areas in which it is intended to operate.

Dated at PASSAGE EAST... ...

this 2% davof JunNe . 2010 —~

This Declaration is valid until —~
28 dayof June .. 2014 E-,;E i

Company Stamp.

/
| Declaration by Owner

rve..
Owner(s) of the above-described vessel declare that the particulars given on this form are correct and

| that we have no reason to believe that vessel is not fit for its intended fishing method or for the sea
| areas in which it is intended to operate. |

if company. state position held: ' - j
\ Dae _28/C /10O . )

Revision 1 14/02/2005
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Appendix 7.2 Met Eireann Weather Reports.

MET EIREANN

Marine Casualty Investigation Board
Leeson Lane
Dublin 2

alty Invesg, =
O Yoty

&
P
; 16 JM Hn

&

25/6/2013

mserugi Tas ™,

Our Ref. 'WS3018/2_15095
Your Ref. MCIB/12/231

Re: Estimate of weather conditions in the Tramore Bay sea area, on the 12 June

2013, between 6 and 18 hours

Dea: I

Please find enclosed the above report.

Yours sincerely,
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Appendix 7.2 Met Eireann Weather Reports.

MET EIREANN

The Irish Mereorolagical Service

Gilasnevin Hill, Cnoc Ghdas Majon Tel: +353-1-506 4200
Dhablin 9, Irckand. Baile liadl 3

25/6/2013

Our Ref.  'WS3018/2_15095
Your Ref. MCIB/12/231

Estimate of weather conditions in the Tramore Bay sea area, on the 12®
June 2013, between 6 and 18 hours.

Cieneral Situation
A depression moved north-cast wards towards the south west coast of Ireland. Associated
frontal troughs (rain-belts) moved over the Tramore area.

Details 6-12 hours

Winds: Light to Moderate, Force 2 1o 4, from variable directions, mainly from the north-
west at first and the south-east later.

Weather: sunshine mixed with cloudier periods and occasional spells of rain and drizzle
also.

Visibility: good, greater than 10 km.

Seastate: Moderate, with significant wave heights of | Smetres, from a south-westerly
direction, just outside the bay.
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Appendix 7.2 Met Eireann Weather Reports.

O

MET
eireann

MET EIREANN

Ity Invegy;
nai'ua %&oo

................... coniinued W

715095 5 6 N NG d%'

: -

. Ry
hs:mda T!i'lmll
Details: 12-18 hours

Winds: increased Moderate to Fresh, Foree 3 to 5, from a south to south-west direction

Weather: rather cloudy with bands of rain, drizzle and fog moving north-eastwards across
the area, some heavier spells especially in the second half of the period,

Visibility: quickly decreased in the afiernoon to Moderate, and further decreased to Poor in
the spells of rain, drizzle and fop.

Seastate: Moderate, with significant wave heights of 1.5metres, from a south-westerly
direction, just owside the bay.

Research, Environment & Applications Division
Met Eireann
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Appendix 7.2 Met Eireann Weather Reports.

o

MET EIREANN
The Irish Meteorological Service

M E I Glasnevin Hill, Cnoc Ghlas Naion
eireann Dublin 9, Ireland.  Baile Atha Cliath 9, Eirc

vw.met.ie

13/2/2014

Our Ref.  'WS3018/2_15351
Your Ref. MCIB/12/231

Re: Estimate of weather conditions in the Suir Estuary near Arthurstown, on the 12"
June 2013, between 6 and 18 hours

General Situation

A depression moved north-east wards towards the south west coast of Ireland. Associated
frontal troughs (rain-belts) moved over the Tramore and Suir Estuary areas.

Details 6-12 hours
Winds: Light, Force 1-3, from variable directions,

Weather: sunshine mixed with cloudier periods and occasional spells of rain and drizzle
also.

Visibility: good, greater than 10 km.
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Appendix 7.2 Met Eireann Weather Reports.

MET EIREANN

\/

éireann Dublin 9, Ireland " A 2o

................... continued WS3018/2_15351

Details: 12-18 hours
Winds: increased Moderate, Force 3 to 4, from a south to south-west direction

Weather: rather cloudy with bands of rain, drizzle and fog moving north-eastwards across
the area, some heavier spells especially in the second half of the period.

Visibility: quickly decreased in the afternoon to Moderate, and further decreased to Poor in
the spells of rain, drizzle and fog.

Forecasting Division
Met Eireann
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Appendix 7.2 Met Eireann Weather Reports.

MET EIREANN

Calwinevin Hill,
Dublin %, Ircland.

W

The Irish Meteorological Service

Cnoe Ghlas Nawon
Baabe Adha Chath 9. Fire

WW L metIc

F Ry

" . ;'17\. | Kby 2000

n Viekssit storm S6-63 10317 Exceplionslly high waves, long wiite foam pabess
el Sod 115 (16}
{4 Hurricann Tl 117 At filerd with Posm asel sproy. sen completely white 14 -

" "...l-l—-u-llwlmil'-—-h

B e UL e Sy T Y R S P rep—

Wave Heights / State of Sea isibili
The wave height is the vertical distance m
between the crest and the preceding or Visibility Visibility in nautical
following trough. The table below gives a (Descriptive) | miles (kilometres)
description of the wave system associated Ooad More than 3 nm (= 9
with a range of significant wave heights. kim)
The Significant wave height is defined as the - -
average height of the highest one-third of the ﬂrm ; 3 f ;““mrﬂ ??ﬁ“}—
waves. (It is very close to the value of wave Fog = than 0.5 am (<
height given when making visual Thm) -
observations of wave height.) - el
Sea State Significant Wave
(Descriptive) height in meters
Calm 0-0.1 Note:
Smooth{Wavelets) | 0.1 - 0.5
Slight 0.5-1.25 __| | If there are no measurements or
Moderate 1.25-25 observations available for an exact location,
Rough 25-4 these estimated conditions are based on all
Very rough 4-6 available meteorological measurements and
High 69 observations which have been correlated on
Very high 514 the routine charts prepared by Met Eireann,
Phenomenal Over 14
Individual waves in the wave train will have
heights in excess of the significant height.
The highest wave of all will have a height
about twice the significant height
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Appendix 7.2 Met Eireann Weather Reports.

MET EIREANN

The frish Metearnlogical Service

Glasnevin HIIL Cnoe Gihlas Naion
Dublin %, Irelund.  Baile Atha Clisth 9, Eire
www.metie E-puail: met cireanmidme.se
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Appendix 7.3 CH Marine- PFD Survey Report.

CHMARINE..

Navutic House, Marsh Rd, Skibbereen, Co. Cork, Ireland

PFD Survey Report — 17"" December 2013

Summary

At the request of the MCIB, CH Marine Ltd has been engaged to report on the

condition and working state of 2 x Gas Inflation PFDs summited for inspection by
Tramore Garda Station, Co Waterford

Inspecting Technician

Inspection Date
17" December 2013

Observers present
MCIB

Detective Garda

Venue
DTTAS Approved Service Station.
C H Marine Ltd, Nautic House, Marsh Rd, Skibbereen, Co Cork

+353 (0)28 23190 +353 (0)28 22028 sales@chmarine.com www.chmarine.com
Company Reg. No. 298371 VAT Reg. No. IE8298371W | Directors: J.P. Bendon N.A. Bend
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Appendix 7.3 CH Marine- PFD Survey Report.

PFD No 1

Details
Make: Mullion
Model: Neptune 150 Automatic
Serial No: 017408
Date of Man : 04-2008
Operating Cartridge: United Moulders
Cartridge Batch No: 30292539

Cartridge Expiry Date: 12-2010

Observation Report

The PFD was presented in an open but deflated condition. The evidence showed
the Gas Cylinder had been discharged and the Operating Cartridge had been
activated. The presence of the Manual Clip (Green) in its correct location
confirms the PFD inflated automatically and that the manual override was not
applied.( See Fig. 1)

Fig. 1 United Molders Auto Head - Manual Clip in place
The Bladder had become detached from the outer cover on the left side (oral
tube side) of the PFD. It appears the Cord Ties between the Bladder and the
Safety Harness had been cut. The Bladder also showed minor ingress of water.

It should be noted the Gas Cylinder showed heavy corrosion and the Operating
Cartridge had expired. Expiry date printed on capsule 12-2010.

Page 2 of 6
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Appendix 7.3 CH Marine- PFD Survey Report.

Inspection and Working Report

A new Cylinder and Auto Capsule were fitted and the PFD was repacked to its
original state. The PFD was then tested by submerging in water to simulate a
normal automatic activation.

The PFD inflated correctly but immediately showed signs of losing pressure and
deflating. On further, inspection | discovered two small holes in the bottom
section, right hand side of the bladder. The holes were conducive to being
pierced by a sharp object, such as a wire spike or similar small sharp pointed
object. (See Fig. 2.)

Fig. 2 - Small Holes Visible Jacket 1

Conclusion and Findings

It would appear that this PFD did inflate correctly but would have deflated quite
rapidly given the 2 holes found in the Bladder. It is hard to estimate how long it
would take before this PFD would become ineffective as it would vary with body
weight and sea conditions, however, my estimate would be between 15 - 30 min.
There was no evidence to show that this PFD had ever been through a service
procedure and this finding is supported by the fact the Gas Cylinder was heavily
corroded and the Operating Cartridge was 4 years and 1 month out of date.

Page 3 of 6
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Appendix 7.3 CH Marine- PFD Survey Report.

PFD No 2

Details
Make: Baltic
Model: 150 Winner - Manual
Serial No: Not visible markings through wear & tear
Date of Man : Not visible markings through wear & tear
Operating Head: United Moulders
Bladder No 00200242226341

In the absence of legible information as regards to the Date of Man. | was
able to determine from the Bladder No. that the Bladder was produced on
October 18th 2002 and the PFD was most likely manufactured within two
months of this date.

Observation Report
The PFD was presented in partially opened but showed no signs of inflation. It

appeared badly worn with the cover in poor condition. The Gas Cylinder showed
severe corrosion with rust scale present. (See Fig. 3 &4)

Fig. 3. Cover showing worn condition Fig. 4 Cylinder showing heavy corrosion

Page 4 of 6
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Appendix 7.3 CH Marine- PFD Survey Report.

Inspection and Working Report

The Gas Cylinder was removed and weighed at 149.8g, conclusive with a fully
charged cylinder. The PFD was then re-packed and fitted with the same Cylinder
and a Manual Inflation was effected by pulling on the Inflation Toggle.

The PFD inflated correctly but immediately showed signs of losing pressure and
deflation. On inspection | discovered a small hole on lower, right hand side of the
Bladder. The hole was conducive to being pierced by a sharp object, such as a
wire spike or similar small sharp pointed object. (Fig. 5 )

Figure 5 - Small Hole in Jacket 2

Conclusion and Findings

It would appear that this PFD was never activated. It was a manually activation
PFD and if the Toggle Cord had been pulled, it would have inflated correctly but
would have rapidly deflated due to the hole found in the Bladder. It is hard to
estimate how long it would take before this PFD would become ineffective as it
would vary with body weight and sea conditions, however, my estimate would be
between 15 - 30 min.

There was no evidence to show that this PFD had ever been through a service

procedure and this finding is supported by the fact the Gas Cylinder was heavily
corroded.

Page 5 of 6
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Appendix 7.3 CH Marine- PFD Survey Report.

Signed :

Date : 27/01/2014

Page 6 of 6
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Appendix 7.4 Approximate Position of Casualty.
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Appendix 7.5 Photographs.
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Photograph No. 1 - General View of Vessel
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Photograph No. 2 - Damages to Transom
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Appendix 7.5 Photographs.

Photograph No. 4 - Damages to Stem
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Appendix 7.5 Photographs.

Photograph No. 5 - EPIRB Fitted in Holding Bracket
Unlikely to come out of bracket without manual assistance from a person

Photograph No. 6 - Typical Internal Timbers of Vessel
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Appendix 7.5 Photographs.

Photograph No. 8 - EPIRB as Given to Gardai 16th June 2013




APPENDIX 7.5 g&uis

Appendix 7.5 Photographs.

Photograph No. 10 - PFD Worn by Casualty No. 2
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Appendix 7.5 Photographs.

Photograph No. 11 - CO, Bottle in PFD Worn By Casualty No. 2
Note Tell-tale Indicates bottle Not Triggered.CO, bottle heavily corroded

Photograph No. 12 - Seal on CO, Bottle Still Intact
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Appendix 7.5 Photographs.

Photograph No. 13 - Leaking Bladder on PFD from Casualty No. 2

Photograph No. 14 - Leaking Bladder on PFD from Casualty No. 3
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REPLACE B
12 20!

Photograph No. 15 - Hydrostatic Release on PFD From Casualty No. 3
Date indicates that it should have been replaced
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Appendix 7.6 Sartech- EPIRB Test Notes.

SAR

SARTECH ENGINEERING LTD 13 Trowers Way Holmethorpe Industrial Estate REDHILL Surrey RH1 2LH UK
Tel: +44 (0)1737 372670 Fax: +44 (0)1737 772795 Email: info@sartech.com Website: www.sartech.com

Notes of tests carried out on GME EPIRB S/N 70117320 from vessel DEAN LEANNE
Tramore Garda Station 6 August 2013

Present

Test procedure following guidelines supplied by GME

1. Carry out visual examination for any signs of physical damage or potential water ingress

No signs of physical damage seen. Sand particles were observed inside the clear shrink wrap retaining the tether
and around the switch mechanism. The vessel name DEANE ANN (incorrect) and callsign EI8980 (correct) were
marked in ink on the upper body but the previous programming details (UK) were shown on the side of the beacon.
I s ic/ that there may have been a Dymo label covering this which could have fallen off since.

2. Check the integrity of the safety seal across the slide switch

Seal was intact, and the slide switch in the OFF position. However it was noted that the seal was not stuck down
firmly in the middle, and it may have been possible to operate the sfide switch without damaging the seal (not
tested)

3. Hold TEST button down for 3 seconds and observe if the beacon under test emits a “beep” and momentarily
flashes the LED strobe.

No beep or flash observed. Button found to have limited travel, and no “click” felt by comparison with a known
working EPIRB. Switch suspected to be stuck in the ON position.

4, Using a calibrated Beacon Tester, repeat the beacon test procedure then record and save the received
information.
No transmission detected on either BT 100A supplied by Sartech, or Futronic GMDSS Testset supplied by MSO.

5. Carefully open the EPIRB by removing the 4 screws that secure the top and bottom cases.

Observed that one screw head was sealed with Loctite or similar witness product, showing that in alf likelihood the
beacon had not been opened since its manufacture in 2007.

6. Separate the cap and electronics assembly from the battery pack housed in the bottom half of the EPIRB
Interior was found to be clean and with no signs of water ingress or corrosion.

7. Using a calibrated voltmeter measure and record the “off load” voltage across the battery pack connector. If the
measured voltage is less than 5.6V DC, connect a new battery pack to the electronics circuit and retest the EPIRB.

CIRM RICM

Registered in England No. 3328421
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Appendix 7.6 Sartech- EPIRB Test Notes.

Open circuit voltage found to be 0.3V. A low wattage lamp load was connected (12V 14W) and the voltage
dropped to 0.0V. Additional test: A continuity test was made on the beacon switch contacts, confirming that the
switch was stuck in the ON position.

A new battery pack (open circuit voltage 6.2V) was connected fo the electronics assembly. No flash or beep was
observed. The beacon testers detected continuous transmission on the homing frequency (121.5MHz). No
modulation could be confirmed.

Additional test: The battery was connected for about 10 minutes and the on-load voltage recorded at 5.7V. It was
observed that the central screening can had become quite hot to the touch, and the RF power amplifier module on
the reverse side of the board was too hot to hold. The assembly was beginning to give off a smell consistent with
overheating so the battery was disconnected. The EPIRB was reassembled with its original battery disconnected
and the screws fitted loosely.

Examination and further tests on board DEAN LEANNE at Waterford

The mounting bracket was found to be undamaged and securely mounted on the starboard side within a partially
enclosed area under the foredeck. A known working EPIRB of similar age (MT401 S/N 61016824) coded
9DOE4106E00022D (UK 16824) was fitted to the bracket and found to be secure. This EPIRB was then activated
with local coastguard and MCC permission to verify transmission was possible from the vessel, even with the
EPIRB in its bracket with the antenna folded. The EPIRB was kept on for approximately 10 minutes.

A BT100A tester confirmed correct reception of both 406MHz and 121.5MHz signals at a range of approximately
2m, but with 406MHz signal strength indicated at 52% and the 121.5MHz signal strength at 21% Via Irish Coast
Guard, UKMCC Kinloss reported detection via the LEO (Low Earth Orbit) satellite constellation, but not via the
GEO (Geostationary Earth Orbit) constellation..

| have today checked with UKMCC and the data shows that 7 bursts from the EPIRB were relayed from the
SARSAT-10 satellite, giving a location of 52:17.41N, 7:04.34W which is about 0.6nm from the true position.

Conclusions & recommendation

The EPIRB was found to be physically undamaged and watertight. However it appears to have suffered
mechanical failure of the activation switch (stuck ON) and failure of the electronics, at some time since it was last
known to have been tested in January/February 2013 (asreported by ] It is recommended that the
EPIRB be fully analyzed in the manufacturer’s facility In Australia with independent observers as necessary.

7" August 2013

CIRM RICM

Registered in England No. 3328421
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Appendix 7.7 ATSB- GME EPIRB Examination Report.

Australian Government

Australian Transport Safety Bureau

Examination of Dean Leane’s GME EPIRB - 12 February 2014

1015 Opening meeting with and
It was agreed that inspection and testing

would take place in accordance with the procedure that had been supplied by GME
(copy attached) and that no action would take place unless | advised that the action
was acceptable.

1045 Inspections began with GGG
I cismantling the device and carrying out observations in tandem with myself.
All observations and actions taken were documented (copy attached). The procedure
was recorded (video) and a series of still photographs were also taken. Present during
this entire process were INIIIIIIIEINEEGEGNGEGENEGEGNGNGNGNGNGE -
I O'thers including NI
I - B -t ded from time to time.

The notes taken at the time of the inspectionitesting are self-explanatory and should be read in
conjunction with this statement. GME will produce a report that will be provided at a later date.
While the GME report will not be duplicated by the ATSB, below are a few observations that
may be of assistance to the MCIB.

. The mating of the EPIRB in a mounting bracket was observed, as was the process of
releasing the EPIRB from the bracket. The conclusion was drawn that while it is
possible that the EPIRB was knocked free of its bracket, it is more likely that it was
removed by the crew.

. While hairline cracks were found on one corner of the EPIRB body and there were
some imperfections in the internal coating, there was no evidence of water ingress.

Figure 1 Figure 2

. On initial inspection, the on/off switch (Figure 1) was in the off position and its sealing
tape was intact. As the tape was meant to tear when the switch was turned on, this
indicated that the unit had not been switched on. However, the test button was latched

62 Northbourme Ave PO Box 967 Telephone 02 6257 4150 Web www atsbgov.au
Canberra ACT 2601 Chvic Square 24 hours 1800 020 616 Email atshinfo@atsh gov.au
Australia ACT 2608 Australia Fax 02 6247 3117 Twitter @ATSBinfo

ABN 65081 156 887




MCIB W APPENDIX 7.7

Appendix 7.7 ATSB- GME EPIRB Examination Report.

in the on (depressed position) by accumulated salt and sand. Tests later in the day
showed that contrary to the design intention, it was possible to slide the on/off switch to
the on position without tearing the sealing tape (Figure 2). This indicates that it is
possible that the EPIRB was switched on by the vessel’s crew. It is also possible that it
was switched by some other person after its recovery.

. There were signs of heat damage inside of the EPIRB, the LED housing had melted
and the identification label had discoloured (Figure 3). Both batteries had full
discharged.

Figure 3

Heat affected (darkened) label

. The unit did not operate when tested. It drew an excessive amount of current and
produced a constant voltage output from the micro-processor (this voltage output
should have oscillated).

. When the miro-processor was replaced with a new programed unit, the EPIRB
operated correctly.

. It was concluded that the micro-processor failed due to an internal fault and not as a
result of the failure of another component or erroneous input.

The video recordings, photographs and related documents will be forwarded to the MCIB along
with the GME report, when it is received.
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Appendix 7.8 Cypress Report.

e

=7 CYPRESS

; PERFORM Arrow Electronics Australia - Australia — Ref#: Not provided

CYPRESS SEMICONDUCTOR
CUSTOMER FAILURE ANALYSIS REPORT - F1424003

CYS8C27243-24SXIT Not Known failure returned from Arrow Electronics Australia

Cypress Philippines, June 18, 2014 CyLink Cased#: 48930425661 09061
CUSTOMER CUSTOMER
CONTACT:
CUSTOMER REF#: Not provided REQUESTER:
CUSTOMER PART#: Not provided DATE RECEIVED: June 9, 2014
CYPRESS PART#H: CYRC27243-245X1T # UNITS RETURNED: |
FUNCTION: PSoC™ Configumble Mixed-Signal Array w/On-Board Controller
PACKAGE TYPE: 20L S0OIC DATE CODES: 0549

FAILURE ANALYST:

CY SALES CONTACT:
CY APPS CONTACT:

KEY FINDINGS: Oxide: Delamination at oxide / dielectric layer
CAR: N/A

1.0 HISTORY:

1.1 Failure information provided in FA request form by requester _]:
1.1.1 Description: “Hi Cypress team,  As discus
conduct the test on the failed PSOCT device (CY

Best regards,

sed, could you kindly organise with your FA team to
27243-24SXIT) submitted by MCTB? Thank you.

1.1.2 Failure Detection Point: Not Known Hours to Failure:  Not provided
.13 Failure Rate: Not provided Samples Tested: Not provided
1.14 Level of Analysis Requested:  Physical Failure A