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STATEMENT

The “VAUBAN® is stated to be a
gister ship t¢ the ®"VESTRIS®.

The dimensionas, tonnage, and
elagas of the "VESTRI3¥ are
given. (The class is stated
tc be TO0ALl).

It is stated that the ¥VESTRIS®
rubbed against the 5.8."EL SAL~
VADOR®* on leaving drydock, but
that in the writers' opinilon
this occurrence played no part
in the subsequent disaster.

It is stated that the permitted
draught of the ®VESTRIS®
according to Lloyd's Reglster
wvas 26 feet B inches.

Witneases testified that a list
was noted on Saturday evening,
and all seemed to be eed
that a definite list t¢ star-
voard was noted early on

Sunday morning.

The surviving shipt's officers
all testified that they could
advance no definite cause for
the vessel's list to starboard.
"They admitted that there was
ioonsiderable leakage around
"the half door situated at the
"gnd of the thwartship alleyway
“in the shelter deck, approx-
"imately amidships, but they
“atated that the leakage there
"wag insufficient to have caused
"any sericus difficulty until
vthe A00r became submerged.®

The writers think it clearly
eatablished that the vessel was
in serious difficulties before
weather of apy severity at all
was encountered.

The writers describe the
econstruction in way of the for-
ward well gdeck, and also in way
of the shelter deck tonnage
openinge a8 geen by them in the
sister ship "VAUBANW,

In particular, they refer to

(ecntd. overleaf)

COMMENTS

The particulars in the Register Book
eorrespond.

These are correct, except that the
"TESTRIS® was classed #100A1 “Shelter
Deck with Freeboard®.

¥o report of this ecollision has been
received in this 0ffice, and it has
not been possible t0 tracde a vessel
¢f this name.

t0 the

The draught correepond
feet 8} ins.

freevoard assigned was 2

This statement is important, having
in view the suggested cause of the
disaster and the condition of the
weatner at that time. (See later
comments ).

The door to which reference is made

is & ¢ door, and is not an
unusual fitting in a vessel of this
kind. The position of the door as
shewn on the approved plans is such
that its hottom edge is fully six feet |
from the waterlinpe. No plan of this
door was submitted for approval, but.
regarding ite position there is noth
that would justify adverse comment.

If it is true that it was known that
considerable leakage was taking place
arcund this door, and that the officers!
opinion was that seriocus diffieulty
would have been caused if the door had
become submerged, then it was elearly
advisable that immedjate steps should
have been taken to obtain aecess to the
door and to render it watertight.

This statement in itself seeme tg be
ratner difficult of proof, and is
important as bearing upoa the cause
of the list suggested later in the
letter.

This deseription is diffieult to
foliow in the absence of plans, and

arn attempt has bhae :
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STATEMENT .

two booby hatches over companicon-
ways leading tc the sheiter deck
apace. These boGby hatches are
atated to bpe fitted with wooden
doors %of light censtruction,
swithout any means previded of
"making them secure®.

It is stated that none of the
openings in the iantermediate
bulkheads in the shelter deck
space are fitted with watertight
dgors .

Reference is made tg the fact
that the coal hatches leading
from the starbcard shelter deck
bunker t¢ the 'tweendeck bunker
have coamings vetween B and 10
inchee in height, and that
aimjilar hatches but without
coamings lead from the 'tween
deck bunkers to the lower bunkers
at the bottom of the ship.

The writers state they are
advised that it was the custom c¢n
the ®VESTRISY, and is now the
custom on the "VAUBANY, to omit
any covers on these hatchways,
8¢ that the trimming of the coal
may be facilitated.

It is stated that the tonnage
opening in the working alleyway
in the shelter deck space in the
SVESTRISY was covered by a pilece
of sheet ircn bolted to the
bulkhead plating, and that the
opening Iintg the bunker svace
from the thwartship alleyway was
secured merely by planks provided
for the purpoee of keeping the
cgcal in the bunker.

It is stated that the tonnage
opening leading into the .starboard
shelter deck bunker had no
cocaming.

COMENTS.

(See previcus page, and see
rictorial sketeh attached)

The booby hatches to which reference
is made are shewn on the sketch, and
are scmetimee -~ fdtted s¢ that
steerage passengers vertned in the
"tweendecks may have access to the
air. No information is available
in regard to the nature of the
construction of these hatches, but
it 1s very unlikely that they were
ngt substantially built and equal
at least in strength to the standard
represented by the hateh construetign
adjacent t¢o then.

Watertight doors are never fitteéed
%0 such openings, as this would
involve the inclusign of such
spaces in the tomnnage measurement
of the vessel.

SQ far as the height of coamings
is coneerned, the arrapgement
referred to 1s in accordance with
the Rules, and is almcst universally
edopted in these spaces.

As the shelter deck space is,
however, not an intact superstructure
battens and covers should have been
provided. It iz quite likely that
these battens and covers were nct
in place, for the reason stated.

Scuppers are also supposed to be
provided in this space, but it is
known that these scuppers are
frequently closed by Shipowners
befcre a vessel gzoes to sea.

THede intermediate bulkhead divisiond
need ngt have any covers fitted %o
their gpenings. They are not
considered to pgssess any struectural
or watertight value, and tne
arrangement indicated is permitted
oy the Freeboard Regulations.

The basis of the Freeboard Regula-
tions in this respect is that the
openings into the shelter deck space
fitted in way of the tonnage cpening
are supposed 1o be temporarily but
efficiently c¢cicsed, and that peing
no importance is attached to the

epenings in any intermed iate
divisicn.

E'::I-.

The Regulations do not require
thﬂ@ this opening should be provided
wiEn ;fguiming, as the “"temporary
out e clent® me 8i
may extend ba ;Eﬁaﬁﬁggihﬁ%? G
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STATEIENT.

On these pages is set forth
a theory as to the cause of the
disaster, a summary of which 1s
as follows -

I+t is stated that the so-called
*1ightly comstructed doors® of
the booby hatches in the forward
well were injured or carried away,
and water in large vnluﬁﬂlfuugﬁﬂ
its intc the space below
shalg:{ deok, from which, after it
nad attained there a certain depth,
it flowed into the spaces
immediately bvelow, ineluding the
fire room. Tae admigsicon of this
water in large volume produced a
1ist, whicn submerged the bottom
of the coal decr Previously referred
to, through which further
additional quantities of water
entered the ship.

Jo Hodel.

It is stated that the ®VAURANW
had thne same cgnstructicn as the
"YRPSTRISY and was also classed
with ILlcyd's Reglster.

In the writers' ¢pinion, and in
the opinion of their Consulting
Uarine Expert, the cgnstructign
summarised above, and given in the
letter, is exceedingly dangercus,
and they find 1t diffieult to
understand how water in considerable
quantities can be kept from the
punkers of a ship 8¢ cgnstructed,
whenever the forward well deck is
awash.

It is stated that the writers
are advised that the "VESTRIS® was
xnown o be a tender ship.
Calculations made by qualified
gxperts at the U.S.Navy Yard have
shewn that the veesel's stability
was at the lowest possible margin
of safety.

(ecntinued cverleaf)

QOULENTS.

No informaticn is available in
regard te the constructicn of the
booby hatchea or the doors fitted
t¢ them, 8¢ that nothing definite
can pe said on this point.

The thegry advanced, however,
involves implications which it is
difficult - if not impossible -
t¢ accept. The water which
entered the ship through the
beoby hatch deors if carried away
did 8¢ in weather which was not
of excepticnal severity, and must
have continued to do so, and to
produce a gradual list, for some
conaiderable time.

It is difficult to believe, in
these circumstances, that the
officers and crew of the WVESTRIS®
shewed a degree of apathy and
indifference whieh precluded thenm
from teking ilmmedjate steps to
repalr the hatchways. These
hatchways were easily accessible,
and it should have been an easy
matter not only %o have determined
vhe spurce of the Jleakage, but to
have arrested its course.

Tnis is not so. The WVAUBAN®
is elassed with the British
Corporation.

This statement is not concurred
iln. It dees not appear that there
is any element of danger involved
in the counstruction deseribved,
provided the cconstruction of the
bocby hatches was substantial and

efficient.

In this connection, it is
impertant t¢g remember that this
ehip has been trading, under all
conditions of weather, since 1912,
and nas been trading aon the
American ccast for the past five
years, and there is ng evidence
to shew that, during that time,
water in consideravle quantities
eould net be kept from the
bunkers of the ship.

Ng information is available
which would enable an exact ¢pinicn
on the stability of this vessel to
be offered. The general proportions
of the ship have been examined, and
it is found that they correspond

with these wf ahl similar
type bull § ap. 1t ggéfﬁégi pericd.

(eor sdnued overleaf)

Lloyd’s Register
Foundation



PAGE STATEMENT
10 It is said that the Owners were

(contds) ignorant of the exact metacentric
height ¢f the "VESTRISYsubsequent
+g the installaticn of certaln
refrigerating machinery, and the
¢pinion 1s expressed that 1t is
{important t¢ know the ship's
metacentric height.

}“/.,.f.g;

COMMENTS

It is quite true that modern
ships nhave more beam, and are
therefore not so tender as a ship
of the type of the ®VESTRISW
would be, but that mst not bve
held t¢ imply that the stability
¢f the ®VESTRIS® wasz in any way
insufficient. In fact, even
assuming that the metacentric
neight of the ®VESTRIS® was esmall,
the gecmetric form of the ship
suggests that she had an extended
range, and that ner stability
was satisfactory, provided the
¢peninge in the sides gf the
vegsel remain intact.

The writers are provably not
aware of the relation of
metacentric height t¢ stability.
The metacentric height is a factoer
known t¢ naval arcnitects which
measures the tendency of the ship
te return to the upright seEeE—
speeshnindsamnisemisian , and 13
only eonstant far‘liiﬁ“small
angles. It is quite possible
t0 have a vessel with & small
metacentric height and a large
and perfectly satisfactory range
of stability, end cn the other
hand, it is poesible t¢ have a
vessel with a large metacentric
height and a range of stabvility
whalch could net be censidered
eatisfactory.

The writers' remar) herefore,
en the importance cf, anETHE the
metacentrie height, will not
meet with general agreement, and
furthermore, the possession of this
information tould cnly bYe held tobe
important if there.also existe the
reguisite knowledge: and experience
to.enable a reascnable and correct
use tec be made of it. In the
absence of this knowledge and
experience, its possessiocn might
even be dangerocus.
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