[No. 5,613].
“FAME” AND “ERNE.”

REPORT of a Court of Enquiry held at Calcutta under
section T of Act V. of 1883 (The Indian Merchant Ship-
ping Act) as anended by Act VI. of 1801, at the instance
of the Government of Bengal, for the purpose of making
an investigation into the cause of the collision between the
ship “ Erne™ of London, 1,528 tons, and the pilot brig
« Fame,” at the Sundheuds, on the 8th August 1897.

Oun the 8th August the pilot-brig “ Fame” was at
anchor off the eastern channel, the eastern light ship was
then bearing noith-east by north about 5 to 6 miles from
the brig. ‘Lhe brig bad her riding light burning brightly ;
ghe was heading south.
At about 2.15 a.m. the Commander of the brig, Mr.
Coliingwood, Branch Pilot, was called up on deck, and on
his arrival there he saw the red light of a sailing vessel,
] which afierwards proved to be the British ship * Erne,”
‘ about four points before the starboard beam, comingalong
before the wind at a very dangerous angle, under topsails,
staysail and inner jib. The vessel was then about } of a
mile off, and was burning a blue light. A *flare-up”
light was shown from the brig and a light put over the
stern. The Commander ordered the fourth shackle,
which was abaft the windlass, to be slipped, and gave
orders for the brig’s helm to be put hard-a-starboard. It
appears that the carpenter, who had been told to slip the
shackle, was unable to do soin time, and the windlass was
therefore ordered to be opened out to let the chain run.
The ship steadily approached without alteriny her course,
3 and Mr. Collingwood shouted out to those on the ship to
put the helm hard down, with the object of getting them
to bring the ship towards the wind. The wind was,at tue
time the vessel was approaching, south south-west, two
points on the ship’s starboard quarter. Some one shouted
out from the ship in reply to the effect that the helm
was down, and enquired if the brig was at anchor.
Immediately afterwards the “Erne” struck the brig,
hitting her jibboom. "L'hie * Erne” then ranged alongside
the brig’s starboard quarter, his stern striking the forward
davits of the brig's starboard quarter boat. The brig's
chain was then running out and the ship forged ahead,
but caught and fouled the forerigging of the brig, bumping
heavily on to the brig's starboard forecastle head, but
eventually shot clear.
Material damage was done to the brig, the damage
above decks being estimated at Rs. 3,000, exclusive of
dock hire ; and it has becn ascertained that some damage
has been caused below decks, but to what extent is yet
unknown.
It was a clear night, the moon shining at times, though
there were some rain squalls at times. ‘Chere was also
a heavy swell from the south, the wind being south
south-west ; force 2 or 3.
Captain Hitchin has pleaded guilty to the charge framed,
and has called no evidence, but he has put in a statement
which is annexed to these proceedings. He attributes the
i accident to his huving misjudged his distance from the.
; brig, and to his having supposed the brig was under weigh.
i 1t appears tbat this is not altogether a satisfuctory
explanation. The Cuptain of the **BErne’ sighted the
brig when she was six miles away ; the brig’s riding light
Wwas burning brighily, and the night was clear. The
“Erne” appears to have from that time steadily ap-
proached on one course, and when within a quarter of a
mile of the brig, a *flare up ” light was shown from the
brig ; there would therefore, it seems, have been ample
time even then for the “ Erne™ to have passed astern of
the brig.

1 As regards the supposition that the brig was moving, it

i should have been apparent to the “Xirne” that she was
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not moving from the fuct that her riding light was burn-
ing, there being no side lights. It, moreover, appears that
Cuptain Hitchin touk no steps whatever to ascertain
whether his supposition was correct. This he could
have done by setting a course and observing the brig’s
light ; but instead of doing so, he came steadily on
towards the brig till he ran into her. He admits that no
side lights were visible. It seems hard to imagine there-
fore that he had any ground at all for his supposition.

It may, however, be quite true,as he states, that he
had had difficulties previously in making the brig, and
that this may have made him anxious and, as he says,
affected his nerves; but Ido notthink that thisis an excuse
which can be accepted as relieving him from blame for
his grave want of caution when approaching the brig. 1t
would be tantamount to saying that vigilance and caution
were unnecessary under such circumstances, when meeting
or sighting vesselsat sea. Vessels at anchor in the high
seas or in broad waters (when, as in this case, the regulur
and customary means of affording information to other
vessels that they are riding at anchor have been
supplied) have every right to expect that care and
caution ~should be taken by vessels approaching
them ; and if the necessary care and ciution is not tuken,
those in charge of the careless vessel are to blame and
should be held responsible. It was no doubt an error of
judgment on the part of Captain Hitchin in miscalculating
his distance and passing across the bow of the * Fame” ;
but I do not think that the collision, though caused by
this final error, was solely and primarily attributable to it,
for no care or precaution was exercised by her captain in
approaching the brig to ascertain whether she was moving
or not. This, Ithink, makes the captain’s error of judg-
ment bear a more serious aspect, and in facs points to the
fact that little or no judgmeut was used in approzching
and reaching the place at which the final error in judgment
was made.

"T'he error of judgment was a culpable one ; it was not
one which a competent and careful man ought to have
made or should be excused for making ; it was a con-
tinuous one, not made in the hurry of 2 moment. I wouid
suspend the captain’s certificate for three months, but
would recommend, under section 19 of Act V. of 1883,
that a mate’s certificate be granted to him during that
period. My two colleaguesin the Court,however,although
considering the captain to have comitted an error n
judgment, do not take such a serious view of the matter
as 1 do, and consider that it is unnecessary to deal with
the captain's certificate. I, therefore,at the conclusion of
the case in open Court, stated to the Captain that the
majority of the Court were of the opinion that his
certificate should not be dealt with., I, however, think
it right to lay before tue Liocal Government my views 1
the wmatter, whilst regretting that I should feel 1t my duty
to differ from my colleagues as to the degree of culpability
attaching to the error of judgment displayed. ‘"The
opinion of the assessors is annexed to these proceedings ;
tney agree in finding Captuin Hitchin guilty of the error
of the judgment charged.

T. A. PEaRsSON, President.

We agree in the statement of the facts as given above
and in findingz that the collision was due to an error in
judgment on the part of Captain Hitchin in passing across
the bows of the “ Fame.” We consider this, however,
to be an error in judgment which hardly merits the
suspension of his certificate.

W. MCALLISTER, ] 4. .
H. WEBSTER, ! } IMembers.

The 28ta August, 1897.

(Issued in London by the Board of Trade on the
11¢h duy of November, 183917.)






