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“ITALIAN PRINCE” LOSS

“Vessel Not in Good and
Seaworthy Condition”

'FAILURE TO FIGHT FIRE DUE TO|
LACK OF CO-ORDINATION

B.O.T. Inquiry Findings

{
The findings of the Board of Trade
Inquiry into the loss of the British
steamer Italian Prince were announced
vesterday. The Italian Prince, which
carried a cargo including explosives,
was abandoned on fire off Finisterre m
September last. The Court found that
the default of the owners, or thel
representatives, and the master and
chief engineer coniributed to the loss;
that the fire-fighting apphances for
the machinery spaces were inadequate; |
that the failure to overcome the fire|
was due partly to failure to sight the
source and partly to lack of co- -ordi-
nated effort; and that the vessel was
not in @ good and seaworthy condition
on sailing. : :

The inrpur\' was held before Mr.
K. S. Carpmael, K.C., sitting Wreck
Clommissioner .\\!\h whom were aptain
W. . Whittingham, Comniander J. R.
Williams, Engineer Lieut.-Commander
T, A. Pearson and Mr. Al Al. Robb
Assessors.

Mr. O. I. Bateson (instructed ‘m,i_he
Solicitor to the Board of Trade) appeared for
the Board of Trade, Mr. G. St. C. Pilcher
and Mr, . W. Porges tinstructed by Messrs

i Lewis & Clarke) represented (h.\‘

Prince Line, Ltd. Mr. E. E

idis (instructed by Messrs. Rehder & Higgs
\ml the Mercantile Marine Nervice Associa-
Hun/ represented the master of the vesse

aptain James Halloway. Mr Q. l(:
(instructed by Messrs. Charles G. Bradshaw
& Waterson, aeting for the Marine Engineers

sared for ihv chief engineer,
second engineer,
Nordon & Cao.

wtehed the inguiry on b [ Mrs. M. M.
Brown, a passenger, Me . Winter & Co. on
behalf ‘'of Mr. and Mrs, Bovill, passengers, and
Mr. J. B. Hewson on behalf of the British
Mexican Petroleum Company, Lid.

The previous proceedings were re-

ported in Lroyp’s Last of Feb. 1,
10, 11, 14, 23 and 24.

Mr. CarpmagL, delivering the findings
{ of the Court, said: ‘‘ The initial cause
of the loss of the Italian Prince was
an outhreak of fire in the boiler room
but the’ultimate cause was an exten-
sion of the fire to the deck and subse-
L|‘.i\‘\!(}4\' to  the  CATEOo, because of
| inability to cope with the fire in the
| boiler roomi. The default of the
owners, Prince Line, Ltd.. or their
represer atiy and of the master,
Captain Ju Hallowsy. and of the!
(Ino engineer. M. fobert 3
Smith. all contributed to the loss of
the ship; but the default of the chie
engineer is partly explained by the
initial default of the owners or their
representatives.” ‘ St

Answering other questions submitted
to it. the Board found that the Italian
i Prince was built by the Furness Ship
buildi Company, Ltd., Haverton

Hill-on-Tees, 1n 1921; that the pro-

machinery ‘was built by
hardsons. Westegarth & Co., Lid.,
and that three boilers were installed,
arrangenments being made for the burn-
of either coal or oil.
|  The life-saving = appliances with
! which the ship was fitted were all in
good condition when the ship left on
her last voyage.

The fire-fighting appliances for the |
machinery spaces were mot in accord- |
ance with the recommendations of the|
Board of Trade and were inadequate. |
The fire-fichting appliances for ?hl"}

i
l

8.0

other parts of the ship were in accord
ance ultlx the Tecommend L\(mn\ of the
Board of Trade.

i their behalf

29TH MARCH, 1939. ;

The ship carried 4478 tons of general
cargo, ineluding Government explo-
[ sives and stor The latter were
{ stored in magazines to the require
{ ments and sat'sfaction of the Admiralty
and the War Department. She carried
a crew of 34 and 12 passengers—six
women, four men and two children.

The findings stated that the ship
l was built under Llovd’s Register of
Shipping Yule and Regulations

20 and she was classed 4100 A 1
with Llovd’s tegister of Shipping. The
Italion Prinece left the River Thames
on her last voyvage on Sept. 3. 1938,
for Malta, loaded with 4478 tons of
general cargo. She also carried about
1000 tons of oil fuel. Regarding the
outhrealk of fire it was mnecessary to
consider the question of the oil fuel
| installation and t he fire-fighting
i appliances in the machinery space witl
{ some  particularity The  1919-1¢

Rules contained, wnter alia, the
lowing

Section 49 (13): Oil fuel pipes should where
practicable be placed above the stokehold

and engine-room plates and where they are
lalways visible.

The wording fwas changed later, and
in 1936-37 was

Section 20 (5): Oil pipes and fittings—(a)
The oil pressure pipes conveying heated oil
are to be of solid drawn steel and placed in
sight above fhe platform in well lighted
parts of the stokehold or engine-room.

The later wording was not com-
pulsory with rezard to the Italian
Prince as she was built under the
earlier rule

THE INITIAL CAUSE

The Court was of the opinion that
the initial cause of the fire was leak-
age from the supply pipe which was
led along the outhoard side of the
starboard boiler

““ The Court is clearly of the opinion
that the pipe was not always visihle

within the meaning of the rule
although it would have been perfectly
practicable to have rendered it always
visible.” It was quite inv 'hln from
the engine-room and counld only have
been seen with difficulty from the
stokehold, even in the ahsence of the
fender plates at the wing. In the light
of the knowledge which had accumu-|
lated in the 16 years which had elapsed '

{ since the oil-burning * plant in the
i Italian Prince was installed it would
{ have been reasonable to expect that

the owners or those responsible on
should have realised
the defects referred to above and made
some attempt to remedy them. The]
curtailment or removal of the fender
plate or the cutting of a hole in the
screen bulkhead would have been al
material remedy.”’ {

The findings continued: *‘In par-
ticular the Counrt satisfied that the
pipe in gquestion was never examined.
As an indication of the lack of care
with which this matter was dealt with
on hehalf of the owners it may be men-
tioned that Mr. Rhynas, the Superin-
tendent Engineer who supervised the
May, 1937, repairs and survey, was at
that time entirely ignorant of the
existence of the important Board of
I'rade <« Notice, M. 10 to shipowners,
shipbuilders and masters with regard to |
the prevention and extinction of i

argo ships There was apparently
no provision in the owners’ organisa-
tion for keeping such an important
wotice in mind, and no provision for
ensuring that copies were in the pos- |
session of and known to the master and |
chief engineer of a vessc! suel
Itatian Prince, which weé- being new
converted to burn oil fuel fn fac
Court is  satisfied that neither
niaster nor the chief engineer kne
the existence of the notice.”’

In March, 1938, the oricinal burnaors
were Y‘(‘]I'!Jl(‘{\(l l»}’ othe ;:Inl‘l ag ¥
there was no examinatic P
although it might be that such slight!
superficial sighting as was possible was
nade from the top of the boiler. ‘¢ The

[ failure to consider the details of the oil |
i fuel installation was aggravated by |

{ lack of proper consideration of the fire-
| fighting appliances.
i

THE FOAM EXTINGUISHERS

* On the last voyage the complement
{of foam extinguishers provided only
{ two-thirds of the total quantity recom-
i mended by the Board of Trade,
i namely, 12 gallons instead of 18 gallons.
{ The unsatisfactory attitude in the
I matter of foam extinguishers was
accompanied by a concealment of infor-
{ mation regarding the provision of
steam-smothering pipes

The Court is of the opinion that
this form of |n'n(<~r'(inn against the
risks of fire was actually installed. The|

Board of Trade were, however,|
ignorant of the provision of thej
smothering lines and in Jannary.
1938, and also subsequently, raised th
question of the deficiency of the fire
fighting appliances in this respect. Mr,
Kent, on'bebalf of the owners. did not
at any time disclose that Ul'i\"i\ixm tor
the admission of simothering steam had
{ beenn made when the ship was built;
either he had forgotten or was quite
{ indifferent. The Court concludes that
i the owners’ representatives gave seant
{ consideration to the question of ade
quate fire-fighti equipment. The
unsatisfactory attitude of the owners
representatives in the matter
steam smothering pipes has left
Court the impres t the
vevors of the Board of Trade were
treated as terfering ther th
go-operating i he maintenan
safety of life and property at

Regarding the attempts to des

e | 1t was noted that the time
yetween the \'“:"r‘-()\ur_\' of the fire and

abandonment of the vessel was a
comparatively short one, I'be Clonrt
is of opinion that the failure to over
come the fire was due partly to faihire
to s t the source of the fire and
partly to lack co-ordinated effort.
I'he Court is, however, of the opinion
that the failure to sight the source of
the fire v largely due to the position
of the pi h is presumed to have
tailed and to the presence of the fender
plate.’

In order to illustrate the failure to
sicht the source of the fire, and the |
lack of co-ordinated effort, 1t was neces- !
sary to gy a résumeé of events
after detailing how the fire was dis-
covered findings stated that when
the alarm bells were heard the master
proceeded to the navigating bridge, the
chief of collected a smoke 1:1 Imet.
ordered
then ass b yringing a  sm
helmet from bridge to the engine-

1in to rig hoses, and

room door The - chief and second
engineers went down to the stokehold
and the chief engineer stopped the
refrigers 1o engine on his way there
The third gineer sent for a smoke
helmet, hut these had alre b
taken and one was the

the engine-room door. I'he
encineer. who was then on wa

the glow of flames. stopped the
!H«(Hl\ & ,‘!("I :(1!!‘?(A§'i\(4 o “\‘i neh
the fire witl foam extinguisher

he had obtained from the

Two officers took the two smoke]

and one engineer tried to obta

but the apprentice, who according
the ¢ Instructions for Fire Stations
was responsibie tor the bring

smoke helmets to the fire, did not
§0; To~fack \'mu‘n'u helmets were not
decessarvs 4t leagt in the initial stages

of the fdixe
INSTRUCTIONS FOR FIRE STATIONS

“ Having indicated this initial lack
el 'effort, it is proper now
to hhale mment oh-the | printed
“Fnstriciions tor-Iire Stationy ' pested
at various positigns in the ship. These
instimdtions embodiad 2 peference to &
Dowpton| puinp,| #liich! wag | not in-
stalled!? ]

of co-ard

[t is not suggested that this







- error’ would in any way explain any
lack of co-ordination, but it does pro-
vide emphasis for a charge of laxity on
the part of the owners or their
representatives.

“ After coming on to the bridge the
captain ordered the third officer to|
work out the position of the ship and
then sent him to obtain information
ahout the outbreak. From the chief
engineer the third officer obtained a
favourable report. which he conveved
to the master, This was the only report
received by the master from the chief
but at the climax of the fire
unfavour-

i
i
|

engineer,
the master received a very
able report from the chief officer. Apart
from going down to the deck to see
hoses rigged and making an ineffectual
effort to enter the stokehald and
engine-room the master remained on
the bridge or its vicinity until about
the climax of the fife, ignorant of the
oxtont and development of the out-
hroak and not exercising any control
over the activities of his subordinates.’’

At an early stage of the fire, the
findings went ong the chief engineer,
chief officer and third engineer had all
made separate visits to the boiler tops.
each acting on his own initiative and
not in accordance with any ordered
plan. After the fire on the port side
had been extinguished there was some-
thing in the nature of 'a muffled ex
plosion over the boiler tops. hich was

probably due to the ienition ~ of oil |

i

capour which had been driven from oil |
leakage and had been drawn towards
the fan intake and ienited by thel
flames below.
et {1 {H'vﬁ‘iMl' that the ultimately
Jarge conflagration over the boiler tops
could have been prevented had further
fire-fichting appliances been available.
Both the second and third engineers
were on the hoiler tops at some time
when there was serious fire in that
region The third engineer used a
foam oxtinguisher with some effect and
the econd  engineer id
extinguisher without
foam extingnishers
'].ull‘{m! and no
made to use the fou
available, In these
socond engineert and
went for a hose bud
hoen broughi v water 1
failing bhecause of shortage
for driving the pnmps and
had been given to abandon
Describing how the ship we
doned, Mr. Carpmael said that
atter port boat had bheen sent
with the passengers and ten of the
¢rew. The forward boat was being nsed
for the abandonment of the ship hut
the wireless operator we advised
and transmitted a signal that the boats
were being lowered after the ship had
The ahsence

mately

in fact, been a wdoned.
or the

noted in the

which approached the ship and picked
up the operator who had left the ship |
and swum towards the boat on receiv-

ifeboat |

ing a signal made to him.

The order v abandonment was
given hy the master without his having
received any information from the chief

| engineer as to the progress ol the fight
with the fire. but on the other hand
| he had received
report from the
over. the clinax
{ accompanied by
the funnel. and
emphasis the
A rther consideration Was
had ead to the starhoard
}!(‘nh‘\hl(*
|

1 1 P
the hoat deck. It
ve the climax the fire on deck

not serious. but the cover on th
forward boat on that side had heen
alight and an attempt swing ont t
after boat had been ¢ 1 ; e
he boat deck

from the funnel

made to prevent

attempt I
sengers had heen sent away

ately before th ahandonment

ship.

¢ {f i< not proper to censure the
master for premature abandonment,
in view of the facts that all the oxtin-
guishiers had been discharged and the
water supply had practically failed.
Tn fact, however, the abandonment
was prematnre. Betwoeen nine and
ten hours after the abandonment the
ship was still afloat.

¢« There is no direct evidence on the
origin and seat of the fire but the Court
is of opinion that the initial cause was
cithor leakage from a joint in the
supply pipe led along the outhoard side
of the starboard boiler or from the
nipe being ¢ necked * at the flange. Tt
is possible that the jointing materia
was of a kind which 1s not now con-
sidered suitablo for ugse in pipes carry-
ine hoated oil under pressure.”’

AN INITIAL HANDICAP

loferrine - to the desirability of
having attacked the fire from the top
of the findings stated :

¢ Althongh sporadic visits were paid to

boiler the

that region there was no real attempt
tat fighting the fire from there until
the enlmination, and it was then too
late; the bulk of the foam had heen
squandered in inefficient attempts to
extinguish tha flames on the tank top.
Mr‘p]l;‘niﬂﬂ

[t must, however, be

that thore wus an initial handicap on |
|

any efforts at extinction; the handicap |

rasulted from the inaceessibility of ihe
pipe and the presence of the high
tender plate.”

The Court was of opinion that 1t
would have been perfectly practicable
to have turned on the steam smother-
ing at an early stage, but that the
question of using he steam smothering
was never considered and the ventila-
tion was never closed—further indica-
tion of the lack of co-ordinated effort.

Having arrived at the conclusion
that the source of the fire was due to
the failure of a pipe for conveyi
heated oil under pressure, whieh
was masked from view and

1 | * 3
the Court’s findings continued

3 1NACees-

sible.
“tat s, 1a the opinion of the Court,
impossible to cone to any conclusion
other than that the Italian Prince was
not in a good and seaworthy condition
on sailing, The Court, in coming to
this conelusion. has also in mind th;;l
the Italian Prince was very consider-
ably lacking in the foam t'\‘!!l!\;’!;h]u-x‘\

recommended by the Board of

e

Q.UESTIUN OF RESPONSIBILITY
i !‘\u‘ question thereupon arises as
responsible for this state

WAas «[rgn-| on behalt of

the vessel was

approved by

howed the
testion; that
i "
darly surveyed
rvevors : and
change to il
t e

her

of
18 of opmmion
that thore

{the o 1 I ta
th Wi apresentatives

i
the LI
the conditi

emphasis  fc
il pipes countaining
ure must be com-
ily aecessible. 1t
wonsiders alsp that attention should he
for fire drill in
well ¢ on deck;

ation ot hire

letely visible

s should
ywvision for the refilline of
stinguishers,
Court also des
ttention to the fact that
oceurs in the machinery
yilsburi vessel this mus
Gasty Deopkaits the closi

o1l i ih

There may or may not be a remedy for
| this state of affairs, and whether there
is one is not a matter for this Court.
The fact remains that in this case the
failure of the water supply must have
boon one of the most important factors
in the decision of the master to aban-
don his vessel, Had pumping power
hoen available the Court is af opinion
that the upper deck fire could readily
have heen extinguished.”

The Court found no actual evidence
as to when or how the Italian Prince
sank. but it appeared that on Sept. 8
the Duteh tug Thames searched the
vicinity where the ship had been on
fire. bhut only found large patches of
oil and some drifting eargo. It was
therefore presumed  that the fire
eventually rveached the explosives and
that the vessel blew up and sank.

The findings of the Conrt were signed

“'\ all its members.

|
|
|
|







