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1. SYNOPSIS.

1.1 The Princess Eva, a 60,945 dwt oil tanker, sailed from Copenhagen on 19th
January 2003 on route to Houston / Corpus Christi, Texas with a 53,422 tonne
cargo of V.G.O. (vacuum gas oil – a black residual product of partial crude oil
refinement) in two parcels, one of high sulphur, the other of low sulphur
(specification sheet – Appendix 8.1).

1.2 The voyage planning routed the vessel around the north of Scotland and then
South West passing about 150 miles off the northwest coast of Ireland.  During
the voyage down the West coast of Scotland and off the North West coast of
Ireland severe weather was encountered with winds reported of up to force 11.   

1.3 On the morning of the 28th January 2003, the ford liferaft broke free from its
cradle and inflated.  Whilst attempting to re-secure the raft, three
crewmembers were hit by a large wave breaking over the bow of the ship.  Two
crewmembers lost their lives in the incident, the third was seriously injured but
survived and was airlifted from the vessel to Galway Hospital.

1.4 Following the accident the vessel proceeded to Killybegs to land the bodies of
the deceased and to collect replacement crewmembers.  It arrived and
anchored in McSwayne’s Bay off Killybegs early afternoon on the 29th January.  

1.5 After arrival, the crew found a number of structural cracks on the deck of the
vessel.  The managing company in Argentina was informed.  

1.6 Following receipt of a report from the Coast Guard, The Chief Surveyor of the
Maritime Safety Directorate sent two surveyors to conduct inspection of the
vessel.  The vessel was inspected on the morning of the 30th January and
deemed to be unseaworthy.  It was detained under the provisions of Port State
Control legislation.
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2. FACTUAL INFORMATION 
DESCRIPTION OF THE VESSEL

2.1 Name: Princess Eva
Previous names: Emerald Sun, Eastern Light, Eastern Vanguard
IMO number: 7908847
Flag: Panama
Builder: Koyo Dockyard Co., Japan
Overall length: 217.73 m
Moulded breadth: 36 m
Moulded depth: 18.3 m
Gross tonnage: 37,062 tonnes
Net registered tonnage: 16,891 tonnes
Deadweight tonnage: 60,945 tonnes
Main propulsion: Semt-Pielstick 18PC2-5V400, 4-stroke driving 

single controllable pitch propeller
Auxiliary machinery: 2 X diesel generators, 1 X 38 tonne/hr boiler,

1 X shaft alternator
Vessel keel laid: 18 December, 1979
Vessel launched: 31 March, 1980
Vessel delivered: 30 June, 1980
Register owner: Tipton Marine Inc., Plaza Bancomer, Avenue 

Nicanor A. de Obarrio, Apartado 7412,
Panama 5, Republic of Panama.

Manager (ISM): Ravenscroft Shipping Inc, 3251 Ponce de Leon
Bvrd., Coral Gables – Florida 33134, USA.

Class society: Nippon Kaiji Kyokai - ClassNK
Safety Management
Certificate (ISM): Bureau Veritas
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3. EVENTS PRIOR TO THE DETENTION OF THE VESSEL 

3.1 Loading

The vessel arrived in Copenhagen, Denmark on 14th January 2003.  Its previous
voyage was in ballast from Freeport, Bahamas.  Its loading was conducted both
alongside and at anchorage by transshipment.  The cargo consisted of two
parcels of vacuum gas oil - one high sulphur, the other low sulphur (Appendix
8.1 – specification sheets).

The load consisted of 25,670 tonnes of low sulphur vacuum gas oil plus 27,751
tonnes of high sulphur vacuum gas oil, giving a total cargo of 53,421 tonnes
(Appendix 8.2 – stowage plan).  The loading was completed on the 19th
January.  The vessel departed Copenhagen at 15.40 hrs (local time).

3.2 Regulatory Control & Inspection

There were no class or flag inspections of the vessel during the vessel’s stay in
Denmark.  All Convention Certificates were in date. The Danish Administration,
under Port State Control (PSC), carried out an "expanded" inspection. The
vessel was eligible due both to its target factor and its "priority" as an oil
tanker over 15 years old. A total of ten deficiencies were recorded against the
vessel (Appendix 8.3 – Form A, Form B).  None of the deficiencies merited
detention of the vessel.  There were no deficiencies recorded with respect to
hull corrosion, cracking, etc.  Inspection of the internals of ballast tanks (or
cargo tanks) was not possible as they were not empty (or safe to enter) at the
time of the PSC inspection.

3.2 Passage to Position Where Liferaft Broke Free

The vessel routing from Copenhagen was into the North Sea through the
Kattegat and Skagerrak.  From the North Sea the vessel sailed north of the
Shetland Islands into the North Atlantic.  After clearing land at Shetland the
course was roughly South West to the position of the liferaft incident about 150
miles off the NW coast of Donegal. The weather during the early part of the
passage was generally fair with winds moderate occasionally strong up to force
8. During the morning of the 25th January, very strong winds from SW and W
blew up to reported force 11, possibly force 12 before moderating later in the
day and into the next day to force 7 or 8.  During the time leading up to the
breaking free of the forward liferaft (morning of 28th), a second storm was
encountered with winds being reported up to force 12 in the ship’s log. Winds
from a SW through to NW direction of strength force 11 or force 12 were being
recorded in the bridge log from midday on the 27th January through to late
morning on the 29th January. (A weather report and table of comparison
between the weather recorded on board with that sourced from Met Eireann is
included in Appendix 8.4).
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3.3 Incident of Attempted Recovery of Forward Liferaft

At approx. 11.00hrs GMT on the 28th January, the bridge watch reported that
the forward liferaft had broken free and had inflated on the starboard side of
the fore deck.  A decision was taken to send personnel forward to attempt to
secure the liferaft.  The Chief Officer – Mr. Andres Manrique, the Bosun – Mr.
Pedro Sanchez and an AB - Mr Carlos Hernandez were tasked and donned heavy
weather gear.  During the attempt to recover the raft, it was reported that the
vessel’s heading was altered to reduce effects of sea and wind on bow.  The
recovery of the raft was from the starboard side.  The raft was successfully
recovered and dragged into a position forward near the centreline of the ship
and under the walkway and cargo / steam piping.  While it was being made
fast, a very large wave, described by the master as coming from an unusual
direction, broke over the bow and washed over the deck as far aft as the
midships housing. The three crewmembers on the foredeck were hit by the
wave.  The remaining ship’s crew immediately undertook a rescue operation
and all three were recovered to the accommodation aft.  The bosun was dead
when recovered.  The Chief Officer had sustained serious injuries and died on
board later the same day.  The AB had lost his left leg and sustained other
serious injuries.  He was evacuated from the ship by Coast Guard helicopter at
18.00 hrs and taken to Galway Regional Hospital.  He survived and was
repatriated on release from hospital three weeks later. (See photographs 7.1.1,
7.1.2 showing details of liferaft & position of cradle).

3.4 Arrival at Anchorage off Killybegs

Following the incident and the subsequent airlift of the injured AB, a decision
was made by the Master in consultation with the vessel’s managers to deviate
from the planned passage and sail for Killybegs where the two deceased
crewmembers could be landed.  Three replacement crewmembers would be
provided there. The vessel arrived off Killybegs at about 12.00hrs on the 29th
January 2003.  The deceased were landed and the crew interviewed by the
local Garda for the purposes of ascertaining cause of death.

3.5 Report of Finding Cracks on the Deck of Vessel

During the afternoon of the 29th January, at about 15.00hrs, while the vessel
was at anchor off Killybegs, the Master and Chief Engineer stated that they
were informed by a member of the crew that there was a crack on the
maindeck in way of No.4 Port water ballast tank (WBT).  Both went to inspect
the damage and subsequently found other deck cracks at No.4 Starboard WBT
and No.2 Port WBT.  The Master informed their managers, Ravenscroft Ship
Management Ltd. in Buenos Aires of the cracks initially by phone and
subsequently faxed a hand drawn plan of the position and extent of the
cracking. The Master stated that he believed that the managers would inform 
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the relevant Authorities in Ireland.  He did not report the hull fractures – a
potential pollution incident - as mandated by the vessel’s SOPEP (Ship Oil
Pollution Emergency Preparedness) manual, to the "nearest coastal contact"
(see Appendix 8.9).

At 22.06hrs, Malin Head Coast Guard (CG) station had a phone call from the
local agent for the vessel in Killybegs, saying that he had heard that cracks had
been found on board and that a surveyor from ClassNK would arrive in the
morning to attend the vessel.  Malin Head CG informed the Chief Surveyor of
the Maritime Safety Directorate (MSD). Two surveyors from the Maritime Safety
Directorate were tasked with inspecting the vessel.

3.6 Inspection and Detention of the Vessel

A Port State Inspection was conducted while the vessel was at anchor, on the
30th January.  The vessel was found to be unseaworthy and was detained (see
appendices 8.5.1 & 8.5.2).  The three most significant cracks noted on the
maindeck were at: 

- frame 59 in way of No.4 Port water ballast tank (WBT); 
- at frame 69 in way of No.2 Port WBT; and 
- frame 59 in way of at No.4 Starboard WBT. 

(see photographs 7.1.3 to 7.1.8)

All three fractures were considered sufficiently serious to merit detention as
individual defects.  A hole was also found in the maindeck in an area of deck
wastage at the aft end of a deck winch in way of No.4 Starboard WBT.  This was
also deemed a detainable defect.  In all, during this and later inspection, eight
deck plating faults / fractures were found (see Appendix 8.5.2). Previous
deficiencies noted during inspection in Copenhagen on 15th January 2003 were
inspected and found to have been satisfactorily rectified. Two surveyors from
ClassNK attended the vessel and conducted initial investigation to determine
extent of damages. 
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Passage: COPENHAGEN to (KILLYBEGS)
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4. EVENTS FOLLOWING DETENTION OF THE VESSEL

4.1 Initial response

The Coast Guard, the responsible authority for responding to pollution incidents
or threat of pollution, became the controlling authority following the detention
of the vessel. A local command centre was set up in Killybegs.  Due to the
nature of the anchorage in McSwayne’s Bay and its exposure to prevailing
Westerly winds, the Coast Guard ordered that a tug should stand by the vessel
at anchor. The Harbour Master at Killybegs stayed on the "Princess Eva" acting
as pilot and liaison with the Coast Guard ashore.

On Saturday night, 1st February, the winds strengthened and the vessel started
to drag anchor.  The vessel was moved to an anchorage in Inver Bay – the next
bay to the East of Killybegs – where it was deemed to be safer and more
protected. Initially, the owners proposed that they be allowed to tranship a
part of the cargo to another ship, instigate a repair, return the cargo and be
allowed to complete the voyage.  This was rejected on the grounds that the
deck fractures were clearly progressive in nature and sufficiently serious that
the longitudinal strength of the vessel had been compromised to an unknown
extent.  It was decided by MSD that temporary repairs could be allowed at
anchor but only following the removal of all the cargo from the vessel.

4.2 More Detailed Examination of the Hull Failures

A Naval Architect (Ship Surveyor) from the MSD was instructed by MCIB to carry
out an examination of all accessible hull areas.  His report is contained in
Appendix 8.6.  His inspection was limited by the still loaded condition of the
vessel and having access only to the permanent walkways provided internally in
ballast tanks. Close-up inspection of much of the ballast tank internals was
impossible. In general, it was found that the coatings of the ballast tanks were
poor.  The underside of the deck plating in these tanks was pitted and grooved
as described in appendix 8.6. It was clear that the replacement of framing
within tanks had been an on-going process.  In a number of instances, the
replacement of longitudinal framing on the underside of deck had been stopped
short of the bulkhead of the cargo tank.  This had resulted in sections of
between 200mm and 400mm of the deck longitudinal close to the cargo
bulkhead being heavily corroded and holed in some instances.  In these
boundary areas of the ballast tanks close to the cargo tank bulkhead, it was
also noted that the deck underside was severely grooved close to the fillet
weld of the deck and bulkhead.  It was in these areas that the fractures of the
deck occurred (see fig. 8.6.1, 8.6.2 & photograph 7.1.6).  Locally, at the
fractures, the plate-edge thickness of the deck plating ranged between 4mm
and 8mm (original thickness 15.5mm).  Deformation and detachment of
bulkhead stiffening was also found during inspection of fore peak tank.  
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4.3 History of Survey

Special Hull Survey 1999

The last special hull survey was completed on 31 May 1999.  ClassNK surveyors
conducted the survey in Argentina.  Thickness measurements used in the
evaluation of hull had been taken, also in Argentina, during the months of
July/August 1998.  The measurements ware taken by a ClassNK approved
contractor Ultralux SRL. The Condition Evaluation Report (Executive Hull
Summary) produced following the special survey is included at Appendix 8.7.
Ballast tanks No.2 P&S and No.4 P&S are noted as having been "areas close-up
surveyed". 

Repairs carried out in these tanks, during the special survey, were of a minor
nature, including: -

WBT No.2 P&S – web frame face plates at frames 72,73 (both) and vertical
brackets and stiffeners at frames 70,71 & 72 (Starboard only);
WBT No.4 P&S – various vertical and horizontal stiffeners.

No repair work was carried out at frames 59 or frame 69 (location of deck
fractures at detention Killybegs). In the thickness measurements, the deck
longitudinals (No. 20 & 21 port) at frame 58/59 were noted to have a spot
diminution of 19%.  This was the site of one deck fracture. Certain areas of the
vessel were highlighted as "points of attention for future survey".  Included in
these areas were the web frames in WBT No.2 and various maindeck plating.
The protection coating condition of all these tanks at that time was described
as "Fair".  A separate note described the web faceplates in WBT 2 & 4 (P&S) as
having 20-30% diminution with "corrosion in general".

The Special Hull Survey as reported in the record referred to in sheet 1 of the
Special Hull Survey 1999, is considered reasonable and satisfactory to be
credited in the light of the society’s rules which are in line with present IMO
Guidelines. The ship is evaluated on her structural condition / its residual
scantlings and verified as stated in the sheet 2 of this report.

Annual survey Load line & Safety Construction 2000 

In this survey, No.2 WBT (P&S) and the deck plating "noted" in the Special
Survey were examined and reported with "no deficiency". It was however noted
on the same form (CLB) that due to "progressive deterioration of paintwork and
thickness diminution" previous special watch should be kept on these areas.
Thickness measurement of nine deck strakes (individual sections of plating)
revealed that diminution was typically 15 – 20%.  None of the plates checked
were in way of (Killybegs) deck fractures.  No repair / remedial work was
recorded done during this survey.
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Intermediate Survey and Drydocking 2001 

Two reports pertain to this survey.  The initial survey/inspection was conducted
in water apparently at the request of owners to ascertain the likely scope of
work due during the drydocking.  The survey was conducted in Argentina on the
10th/11th August 2001.  The scope of the survey seems to have been limited to
the Aft Peak tank, No.2 WBT (P&S) and No.4 WBT (P&S).  A 5-page report was
subsequently produced with quite detailed lists of deficiencies detected in the
ballast tanks.  The recommendation given was that all WBT deficiencies noted
were to "be permanently repaired by next docking survey by 30th August 2001".
Thickness measurement of some of the "noted" areas was also carried out.
These measurements recorded thickness of similar areas on deck plating as
those taken a year earlier.  Discrepancies exist between the readings taken on
the same strakes, for instance, "plate H" in 2000 had 14% diminution, in 2001 it
had 3%; "plate D" in 2000 had 17% diminution, in 2001 it had 4%.  No
replacement of deck plating is recorded in class records for this period. The
discrepancies on the above readings may possibly be explained by the averaging
of ultrasonic readings. The second report is on the actual drydocking for
Intermediate Survey.  It was conducted in Rio de Janeiro between 18/08/01 and
10/10/01.  A close up survey was conducted in No. 2 & 4 (P & S) WBT’s by using
permanent access and also an inflatable boat. The level of detail of the
repairs, contained in this report, is vague and imprecise. Whereas in the pre-
docking report, individual damages were identified in detail as to their extent
and location, in the drydock report mainly generalisations were used in the
description of repairs.  So in the case of the No.4 WBT (S), the scope of survey
and repairs undertaken was described as follows:-
• No signal of oil noted
• Some heavily corroded internal structures were partly cropped out and 

renewed
This description of the structural defects / repairs should be compared to that
found in the pre-drydocking survey for this tank where one full page of defects
were noted during a restricted survey from permanent walkways only. Despite
the extent of the corrosion evident in the ballast tanks, only the partial
thickness measurements mentioned above were availed of during the survey. 
These (partial) measurements did identify: -
two holes in the deck plating – one on fore castle deck and one on port side at
frame 73/74;
a fracture in the ship’s side plating in way of No. 4 P WBT at frame 51;
Severe local diminution of plating in longitudinal bulkheads No. 4 WBT (P&S)
A pattern of wastage and holes in side shell longitudinals in way of No. 2 WBT
(S) at frame 69.
Insufficient detail is supplied in the survey report to establish if all defects
were (a) identified and (b) fully rectified. At the end of this docking survey, the
protection of the ballast tanks was described as: -

F.P.T. Fair
A.P.T. Poor
No.2 WBT (P&S) Poor
No.4 WBT (P&S) Poor
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No remedial work on the tank coatings is recorded as having been carried out.
The anodes were, however, renewed in all the ballast tanks.

A "Note" (Form ATT) was attached to the survey report file that: -

"No.2 WBT (P&S), No.4 WBT (P&S) and F.P.T. are to be examined at each annual
interval due to coating breakdown."

Annual Loadline and Safety Construction 2002

The required Annual Loadline and Annual Safety Construction surveys were
conducted in Argentina between the 14/08/02 and 27/08/02.  This was the last
ClassNK survey prior to the vessel being detained in Killybegs. The ballast tanks
were inspected as required by "Special Note". The two ClassNK surveyors who
conducted these surveys had carried out the pre-docking survey (to
Intermediate Survey) in 2001, so it is reasonable to assume that they were
aware of the general condition of the tanks and the problems of coating
breakdown, etc. The Fore Peak Tank, No 2 WBT (P&S) and No 4 WBT (P&S) were
all inspected and remarked, "found satisfactory". No other remarks, on the
condition of the hull or tanks, were made in the report of this survey.

4.4 Response of Flag State 

Maritime Safety Directorate (MSD) informed the flag state –Panama – on the
30th January 2003 of the detention of the vessel.  Copies of the Port State
Control forms were sent detailing the grounds for detention.  The notification
of the vessel’s detention included a standard request for the Flag State to
inform the Irish Administration when they were satisfied that repairs were
completed and all deficiencies were rectified.  No response was received by
MSD from the Panama Flag Authorities during the detention period of the
vessel. There were no visits to the vessel by representatives of Flag (other than
ClassNK) during the period of detention.

4.5 Response of Class Society

Initially the Class Society – ClassNK –, at the request of the managers of the
vessel in Argentina, sent Mr. P. Southern, a local (Irish) non-exclusive surveyor,
to investigate the crew report of hull fracture.  He boarded the vessel on the
30th January and remained on board during the time of the Port State
inspection and detention.  The Principal Surveyor from the London Office of
ClassNK, Mr. M. Kikusui, joined him, the next day. Later, ClassNK also sent Mr.
H. Suga, a Naval Architect from the London Office as the responsible surveyor
to conduct the survey for class maintenance. During the period of detention of
the vessel, Mr. Y. Tsudo, a Vice-President of ClassNK in Tokyo, came to Ireland
for a meeting with the Chief Surveyor of the MSD.  In a follow up letter, he
expressed his thanks to the Irish Maritime Authorities for accepting the vessel 

EVENTS FOLLOWING
CONTD.



into our waters and preventing a possible "Prestige" type pollution incident
(Appendix 8.8). In general, ClassNK cooperated fully and in a professional
manner with the Maritime Safety Directorate during the detention.  During the
subsequent investigation by the MCIB, ClassNK provided most requested
material promptly and were helpful in providing background information on
survey procedures, instructions to surveyors, etc.

4.6 Control of pollution threat 

The Coast Guard set up a command centre in Killybegs once it became clear
that a pollution threat existed. Due to the size of the vessel, bringing it
alongside in Killybegs was not an option.  Consideration was given to moving
the vessel to the nearest safe port to conduct the transhipment of its cargo.
The nearest suitable port (within the state) was Moneypoint in the Shannon
Estuary, which was approx. 150 miles to the South.  In view of the known
extent of the hull damage (fractures) and the likely sea conditions on the
Atlantic coast in winter, moving the vessel there was ruled out. During the
initial response, the Coast Guard ordered a tug to stand-by the vessel. The
potential problems posed by poor weather conditions, an exposed anchorage
and the vessel’s hull fractures, clearly merited this precaution.  This tug was
sourced in Cork harbour and took approximately 24 hours to arrive in Killybegs.
It was available only on short-term contract due to prior charter arrangements.
Subsequently, the Coast Guard instructed the owners that they were liable for
the on-going cost of hire of the stand-by tug.  The owners (and their insurers)
wished to engage a different tug on more favourable contract terms.  To this
end the owners proposed the tug "Point Spencer". It arrived at Killybegs on the
morning of the 5th February and took up stand-by duty. The Coast Guard also
instructed the owners that they would have to provide another tug and a
pollution control vessel during the period of the ship-to-ship (STS) transfer of
cargo.  To this end the tug "Oakgarth" and the multi-purpose vessel "Voe Trader"
were contracted.  Both arrived on site prior to the initial transfer of cargo.
Prior to the STS cargo transfer, the Coast Guard implemented:-

(a) a hydrographic survey of STS transfer area and its surrounds;
(b) transfer of extra anti-pollution booms and equipment from national 

storage to local area;
(c) test deployments of the booms;
(d) provision of boom deploying vessels and shoreline pollution response 

vessels;
(e) permit and discharge plan approval system for cargo transfer with STS 

expert on site;
(f) briefings and consultation meetings with local authorities, fishery 

officers, D_chas (environmental protection), local representatives, 
fishermen, fish farmers and other interested parties;

(g) provision of adequate ship fendering of appropriate dimensions;
(h) sampling of cargo and bunkers for testing / identifying; sampling of 

sea water quality from area before and after transfer; and
(i) the provision of full pollution prevention measures during each transfer.
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The Maritime Safety Directorate (MSD) carried out Port State Control
inspections on "Bro Jupiter", "Voe Trader" and "Princess Pia" prior to their usage.
MSD implemented control over the "Princess Eva" under the rules and
procedures of Port State Control.  The hull stresses generated during unloading
operations were calculated and analysed by ClassNK and approved by MSD.  

4.7 Transhipment of cargo

Due to the unavailability of a single tanker of sufficient size, the cargo transfer
operation was completed in two parts:

1. transfer to MT "Bro Jupiter" of approximately 6000 tonnes; and
2. transfer of remainder of cargo to MT "Princess Pia".

Both transfer operations were completed without any incident. The first
transfer took place on the 12th February.  The second transfer took place over
three days from 19th February to the 21st February. A further transfer of 50
tonnes of bunker gas oil from the "Princess Eva" to the "Princess Pia" was carried
out at the owner’s request after completion of cargo transfer.

4.8 Temporary repair

Following successful completion of the cargo transfer, work commenced to
clean and gas-free the cargo tanks on the "Princess Eva". The managers of the
ship proposed their plans for temporary repairs to the MSD and ClassNK for
approval. The scope of work involved: -

(1) the drilling of ends of all deck cracks to prevent propagation.  
A total of eight separate cracks were treated by this method;

(2) Gouging out and welding up all cracks;
(3) the welding on of doubler plates of sufficient size to bridge weakened 

areas of deck plating;
(4) Damaged longitudinal frames were gouged and welded and fitted with 

doubler plates as found necessary;
(5) Local corrosion and hole in deck plating midships was closed with 

doubler plating.

4.9 Release from detention

The repairs were completed on the 05 March 2003.  ClassNK issued a single
voyage Safety Construction Certificate (having obtained permission from Flag
State – Panama) for passage, in ballast only, to Argentina for permanent repair.
The final PSC inspection for release of the vessel for a single voyage to repair
yard was conducted by MSD on 06 March 2003.

EVENTS FOLLOWING
CONTD.



16

4.10 Final repair of vessel

The vessel arrived in Buenos Aires and survey for repairs was commenced on
the 3rd April 2003.  The report of survey for repair contains fifty pages
detailing cropping out and renewal of over 250 sections of framing / stiffening
within ballast tanks No.2 & No.4.  Approx. 30 sections of framing / stiffening
were replaced in the fore peak tank along with three sections of transverse
(collision) bulkhead (frame 82).  Fifteen sections of maindeck plating were also
cropped out and renewed.  The final visit to complete the survey was on 30th
May 2003.
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5. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Condition of the ship

5.1.1 The vessel, when initially inspected in Killybegs, was in an 
unseaworthy condition and a potential hazard to the marine 
environment.

5.1.2 The nature and extent of the deck fractures was serious.  It could be 
expected that crack propagation would have impacted hull integrity 
within a relatively short period of continued passage in the prevailing 
weather and sea state.

5.1.3 No evidence was found that the fractures existed prior to the vessel’s 
departure from Copenhagen nor was any evidence found that the crew were
aware of the fractures prior to the vessel’s arrival in Killybegs.

5.1.4 The owners of the vessel, their managers (if not directly managed) and the
officers and crew of the vessel have ultimate responsibility for the safe
operation of the vessel, its maintenance and the protection of the environment
under the requirements of the International Safety Management Code (ISM
Code). While, at the time of its detention at Killybegs, the vessel had valid
statutory certificates and was "in Class" with ClassNK, the evidence of fracture
failure of the deck structure, extensive corrosion within the ballast tanks with
resultant diminution of scantlings and corrosion hole in the main deck clearly
indicate a failure on the part of the vessel management to comply with all of
the requirements of the code.

5.1.5 The Flag State, Panama, had delegated its responsibility for issue of 
statutory certificates to ClassNK. The evidence from the survey reports
indicates that, while ClassNK were aware of the problem (and extent) of
corrosion within the ballast tanks, as set out in the special survey of 1999 and
ClassNK surveys of 2000 and 2002, it appears that insufficient attention was
paid to the problem areas in subsequent surveys and hence appropriate
corrective action was not taken. 

5.2 Threat to environment

5.2.1 The vessel’s cargo – vacuum gas oil – is a light black fuel oil which is 
a mixed product of partially refined crude oil.

5.2.2 If a hull failure had occurred off the West coast of Ireland, the resultant spill
and slick had the potential to be on a scale similar to that of the "Erika" or
"Prestige".

5.2.3 Dependant on prevailing weather conditions, the areas most likely to have been
affected would have been the West, North-West and North coasts of Ireland and
possibly the West coast of Scotland.
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5.2.4 The cost in environmental and ecological terms of such a spill would have been
considerable.  Much of this coastline is particularly sensitive to an oil pollution
incident given the geographical layout, the ecological diversity and the
economic dependence of the indigenous population on the marine environment.

5.3 Outcome of the incident

5.3.1 While the loss of life of the two crewmembers on board the "Princess Eva" was
a tragic event, the consequent diverting of the vessel to Killybegs (to land the
bodies) inadvertently provided a timely safe haven for the vessel.

5.3.2 Had the vessel proceeded on its intended passage, it is unlikely that the deck
fractures would have been discovered by the crew before significant hull failure
had occurred, due to the poor weather conditions which prevented work on
deck.

5.3.3 The immediate availability of an emergency-towing vessel (ETV) in any
potential at-sea pollution incident is critical.  The need for such a vessel on our
South-West and West coast has previously been identified by the Coast Guard.
As yet the vessel is not in place. In this incident, a large capacity tug was
required.  It took 24 hours to have it in place (from Cork) and then it had to be
replaced three days later due to prior contractual obligations. 

5.3.4 The response to the potential pollution incident by MSD and the Coast Guard
was correct, effective and handled in a professional manner.
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 The Government should further engage with and strongly support current
efforts within IMO, EU and other International fora to achieve worldwide
consensus for, and implementation of, improved quality of all tankers by
elevating surveying standards especially in the areas of Special Hull Surveys and
Condition Assessment Schemes.

6.2 Consideration should be given to the permanent position of an ETV (emergency
towing vessel) on Ireland’s west coast.

6.3 An oil pollution response vessel should be made available with the capability of
at-sea recovery of oil and treatment / recovery of oil slicks. Both the functions
of ETV and pollution response could be combined in a single purpose built
vessel.

6.4 The Government should pursue early implementation of West European
Particularly Sensitive Sea Area (PSSA) through the International Maritime
Organisation (IMO). Establishment of the PSSA will (initially) require mandatory
reporting for all tankers passing through the area. The PSSA should be used as a
basis for development of a comprehensive marine environment protection
regime for the seas, seabed and coastal areas of the Atlantic margin.
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7. PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE VESSEL
Figure 7.1.1 showing ford liferaft cradle (top) and replacement packed liferaft
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Figure 7.1.2 Views looking ford (top) and aft at recovered liferaft - approx. position 
of three crewmembers struck by wave
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Figure 7.1.3 Crack at frame 59 port showing (top) cargo manifold save all and 
(bottom) to ship side length of crack approx. 0.65 m
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Figure 7.1.4 Deck at frame 59 port side showing same crack and general spot 
corrosion wastage of deck 
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Figure 7.1.5 Double crack at frame 69 port side 1.6 m long at ship’s side and 1.2 m
long inboard in way of No. 2 WBT aft bulkhead with No. 3 COT

Figure 7.1.6 view of 1.6 m crack from within ballast tank
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Figure 7.1.7 view of 1.6 m crack from above deck
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Figure 7.1.8 Crack at frame 59 starboard side length approx. 0.8 m
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8.2 Cargo tank condition after loading
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8.3 PSC Report – Copenhagen
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8.4 Weather reports
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8.5 PSC Detention – report and list of fractures
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8.6 Ship Surveyor’s report on condition of vessel
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8.7 ClassNK Special Survey Condition Evaluation Report 1999
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8.8 ClassNK letter to MSD
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8.9 Extract from vessel’s SOPEP manual
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8.10 Comparative Thickness gaugings taken in 2000 and 2001
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9.1. Ms. Brunilda Heckenast (letter dated 22 December, 2003)
MCIB response
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MCIB RESPONSE 
The MCIB notes the contents of this letter and has amended the Report where
appropriate. The MCIB points out that the liferaft incident, which occurred on
the "Princess Eva", was outside Irish territorial waters and was not within the
remit of the MCIB to investigate in accordance with its statutory obligations
under the Merchant Shipping (Investigation of Marine Casualties) Act, 2000. The
MCIB can only assume that this incident will be investigated by the appropriate
Flag State of the "Princess Eva".



9.2. Ms. Brunilda Heckenast (letter dated 11 January, 2004)
MCIB response
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MCIB RESPONSE 
The MCIB notes the content of this letter and would convey its sympathy to Mrs.
Heckenast on the tragic loss of her son, Andres Manrique, and to the families of
the other crewman who also lost his life.



9.3. Mr. Yukio Tsuda, Executive Vice-President, ClassNK 89
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MCIB response
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MCIB RESPONSE 

Item No.

2. Factual Information: The MCIB notes and has made appropriate 
amendment.

3.7 Inspection & Detention of Vessel: As the Report states the vessel was 
judged to be unseaworthy by the Port State Control Officer from the 
Maritime Safety Directorate, whose judgement was found to be correct 
and the PSC Officer consequently detained the vessel. The PSC Officer 
noted the 3 most significant cracks and therefore the Report remains 
unaltered in this regard.

4.2 More Detailed Examination of the Hull Failures: The MCIB notes and has 
amended the Report accordingly.

Observation No. 1: The MCIB investigator considered these to be of a 
minor nature and the Report remains unaltered in this regard.

Observation No. 2: The MCIB has clarified the Report in response to this.

4.3 Special Hull Survey 1999: The MCIB investigator considered these to be of 
a minor nature and the Report remains unaltered in this regard.

Annual Survey Load Line & Safety Construction 2002: The MCIB has 
appended the Thickness Reports of 2000 and 2001 in Appendix 8.10.

4.3 Intermediate Survey & Drydocking 2001: The MCIB stands over this 
description.

4.3 Annual Loadline & Safety Construction 2002: The MCIB notes and has 
amended the Report accordingly.

4.5 Response of Class Society: The MCIB notes and amends the Report 
accordingly.

4.8 Temporary Repair: The MCIB notes and amends the Report accordingly.

5.1 Condition of Ship: The MCIB refers ClassNK to their surveys of 1999, 2000 
and 2002.
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