Appeal No. 730 - WILFRED M. McDONALD v. US - 8 June, 1954.

In the Matter of License No. 152525 and Merchant Mariner's Docunent
No. Z-352012
| ssued to: WLFRED M MDONALD

DECI SI ON AND FI NAL ORDER OF THE COVIVANDANT
UNI TED STATES COAST GUARD

730
WLFRED M M DONALD

Thi s appeal has been taken in accordance with Title 46 United
States 239(g) and Title 46 Code of Federal Regul ations Sec.
137. 11-1.

On 14 August, 1953, an Exam ner of the United States Coast
Guard at San Francisco, California, suspended License No. 152535
and Merchant Mariner's Docunment No. Z-352012 issued to Wilfred M
McDonal d upon finding himguilty of negligence based upon four
specifications alleging in substance that while serving as Master
on board the American SS HAWAI| BEAR under authority of the |icense
above descri bed, on about 29 April, 1953, while navigating said
vessel in dangerous water, he contributed to the grounding of the
vessel by dependi ng solely upon an erroneous 0407 radar fix when
altering course at 0410 (First Specification); by failing to
require the tinely transfer of the 0353 radar fix fromU. S. C &G S.
Chart No. 4715 to Chart No. 4226 (Second Specification); by failing
to use the | argest scale Coast and CGeodetic Survey chart avail abl e
to him (Third Specification); and by failing to confirmthe 0407
and 0413 radar fixes by neans of ranges to objects observed on the
radar (Fourth Specification).
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At the hearing, Appellant was given a full explanation of the
nature of the proceedings, the rights to which he was entitled and
the possible results of the hearing. Appellant was represented by
an attorney of his own selection and he entered a plea of "not
guilty" to the charge and each specification proffered against him

Ther eupon, the Investigating Oficer and counsel for Appellant
made their opening statenents. The Investigating Oficer
I ntroduced in evidence the testinony of the Second and Third Mates
and several docunentary exhibits including photostatic copies of
the two charts used for navigating the HAWAII BEAR while she was in
the area the accident occurred.

I n defense, Appellant offered in evidence the testinony of
Vi ctor Bahorich, the Superintendent of Engineering, Pacific Far
East Lines, the owner of the ship. Appellant also testified under
oath in his own behal f.

At the conclusion of the hearing, having heard the argunents
of the Investigating Oficer and Appellant's counsel and given both
parties an opportunity to submt proposed findings and concl usi ons,
t he Exam ner announced his findings and concluded that the charge
had been proved by proof of the four specifications. He then
entered the order suspendi ng Appellant's License No. 152535, and
Merchant Mariner's Docunent No. Z-352012, and all other I|icenses,
certificates of service and docunents issued to this Appellant by
United States Coast Guard or its predecessor authority, for a
period of three nonths.

Fromthat order, this appeal has been taken, and it is urged
that the specifications are not supported by the evidence for the
foll ow ng reasons:

Third Specification. Since the 0353 fix and previous
positions were plotted accurately on Chart No. 4715, the use
of the latter chart until 0353, rather than using the |argest
scale Chart No. 4226, was a mnor matter which did not have
any causal connection wth the accident.

First Specification. Appellant knew that the 0407 fix was
| naccurate and he did not depend on it. The course change
from 288° true to 211° true was not commenced until 0410
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al though the 0407 fix indicated that the ship was beyond the
I nt ended turning point at 0407.

Second Specification. The testinony of Appell ant

establishes that he transferred the 0353 fix from Chart No.
4715 No. 4226 immedi ately after the Second Mate plotted the
0407 fix. The testinony of the Second Mate that the 0353 fix
was not on Chart No. 4226 when he "took" the 0413 position is
negative in character and not in accord wth the
probabilities.

Fourth Specification. Appellant checked the 0413 fix by
range and bearing observations of Thurston Rock while the
radar was set on the six mle range scale. There was no
attenpt to confirmthe 0407 fix since Appellant knew that it
was not accurate.

Appel | ant al so contends that the Exam ner junped to the
concl usion of qguilt, based upon first inpressions, which led himto
reject the testinony of the Appellant on nunerous points; to refuse
to accept the expert testinony of M. Bahorich that the bottom
damage whi ch he inspected could not have been caused by striking a
reef because of the nature of the danage; to consider it an
afterthought on the part of Appellant to testify that he believed
t he vessel struck a subnerged, buoyant object rather than a reef or
shoal ; and to reject the evidence, in the formof a reconstructed
course, which proved that Lina Rock woul d have been cl eared even if
t he ship had been maki ng good an assuned speed of only 14.8 knots.

APPEARANCES: Messrs. Derby, Cook, Quinby and Tweedt of San
Franci sco By Janes A. Quinby, Esquire, of Counsel.

Based upon ny exam nation of the record submtted, | hereby
make the foll ow ng

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

On 29 April, 1953, Appellant was serving as Master on board
the American SS HAWAI | BEAR and acting under authority of his
Li cense No. 152535 while the ship was approachi ng Jose Pangani ban
on the east of Luzon, Philippine Islands, enroute from Cebu,
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Phi | i ppi ne | sl ands.

At 0419 on this date, the ship struck one or nore subnerged
objects while in the vicinity of Lim Rock which is a sunken rock
about twenty mles to the northward of the destination of the
HAWAI | BEAR. The cost of repairs to the ship's bottom was
approxi mately $225, 000.

The HAWAII BEAR is a steel hulled cargo vessel of 7628 gross
tons and 439 feet in length. Her draft was 16 feet 10 inches
forward and 23 feet 8 inches aft; there was no gyroconpass error;
and it was a dark, clear night wwth a slight sea. The ship's radar
was i n use for navigational purposes but her fathoneter was not in
operation. No aids to navigation were sighted visually until after
t he acci dent occurred.

The coast line of Luzon extends generally in easterly and
westerly directions from Jose Pangani ban. |In order to enter the
| atter port while on a westerly course on the Pacific Ccean, it is
necessary to pass to the north of the Cal agua |Islands and then turn
to a southerly course at sone point beyond Lima Rock which is the
nost northwesterly of the many shoals, reefs and small islands in
the vicinity of the Calagua Islands. The latter extend
approximately 15 mles off the coast of Luzon to the northeastward
from Jose Pangani ban. The unobstructed waters of the Pacific
extend to the westward of Lima Rock for a distance of about 20
m | es.

For sone tinme prior to 0020 on 29 April, 1953, the HAWAI | BEAR
was proceeding at a speed of 18 knots (79-80 R P.M) through the
wat er and on course 288 degrees gyro which caused the ship to pass
the Calagua |Islands to port at a distance of approxinmately five
mles. Third Mate 3 uck was on watch and he obtai ned twel ve fixes
by neans of radar ranges and bearings which he plotted on U S
Coast and Geodetic Survey Chart No. 4715. There were on board two
| arger scale charts (U S.C. & S. Chart Nos. 14223 and 4226) which
reproduced this area at twice the size as shown on No. 4715.
Nei t her one of these |arger scale charts was used for plotting
purposes until after the |last position plotted by the Third Mate at
0353. Since the latter position indicated that the ship was to the
north of the area reproduced on Chart No. 4715, it was then
necessary to use Chart No. 4226.
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On the basis of the radar fixes obtained by the Third Mate
from 0020 until 0353 on the 30 mles range scale, the ship covered
a distance of 62.7 mles during this 3 hours and 33 m nutes period.
Consequently, the average speed over the ground was 17.7 knots.

The internediate plots indicate that the speed fluctuated between
15 and 20 knots during this tine.

Appel | ant was on the bridge fromshortly after 0230 unti |
after the accident at 0419. Appellant | ooked over the chart which
was in use and checked the radar bearings by nmeans of which the
Third Mate obtained four fixes after 0230.

Second Mate Shaffer relieved the Third Mate for the 0400 to
0800 watch. At 0407, the Second Mate obtained two radar bearings
and plotted themon the |arger scale Chart No. 4226. After this,
Appel l ant plotted the 0353 fix, the projected course of the ship on
288 degrees true, and a new course line of 211 degrees true. |If
the ship had foll owed these courses as laid out on the chart, she
woul d have passed Lima Rock abeamto port at a distance of 2.5
mles while on course 288 degrees and again abeamto port at a
di stance of 1.7 mles after changing course to 211 degrees true.
The two course lines intersected 6.5 mles fromthe |ocation of the
0353 fix as originally plotted on Chart No. 4715 by the Third Mate.

The 0407 radar position as plotted was beyond the intended
course line of 211 degrees. Appellant realized that the 0407
position was in error. He thought the latter plot was between one
and two m | es beyond the actual 0407 position of the ship. Using
the 0353 position as plotted on Chart No. 4226 (although this
position was erroneously advanced a half mle along the course |ine
when transferred from Chart No. 4715 by Appellant) and an esti nated
speed of 18.5 knots over the ground (although the average speed on
the 12 to 4 watch had been about 17.7 knots), he estimated that the
ship would cone around to the course of 211 degrees as laid out on
the chart if the turn was commenced at 0410. This allowed for an
advance in the direction of the old course of half a mle.

At 0410, Appellant ordered left rudder and steadied on course
211 degrees true. There was no change of speed and Appellant did
not obtain a radar position, other than the one at 0407, subsequent
to 0353 and prior to ordering the change of course 17 mnutes |ater
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when the ship was about 18 mles off the coast of Luzon.

Even if Appellant's estimate of a speed of 18.5 knots had been
correct and his 0353 position had been correct, the ship would have
been on a course to pass Linma Rock abeam at a distance of 1.4
mles, rather than 1.7 mles as planned, due to a m scal cul ati on by
Appel lant. The ship would have travelled only slightly nore than
a distance of 5.2 mles (not allowng for a half mle advance after
the order to change course) in 17 mnutes at a speed of 18.5 knots.
Cal cul ated at a speed of 17.7 knots fromwhere the 0353 fix was
originally plotted, the ship would have passed .7 of a mle abeam
of Lim Rock; and at 15 knots, the ship would have been on a course
headi ng directly towards Li na Rock.

At 0413, the Second Mate again took two radar bearings and
plotted them This plot placed the ship slightly nore than half a
mle to the west of the 211 degrees course line on the chart. But
even at a speed of 20 knots fromthe 0353 fix until turning at
0410, the ship would have advanced only to a point about .8 of a
mle | ess than the distance necessary to place her, after changing
course, on a course line of 211 degrees drawn through the 0413
position shown on the chart; and to reach the 0413 position at that
tinme, the ship would have had to travel the distance of 1.75 mles
(fromthe 20 knot, 0410 position) in 3 mnutes - a speed of 35
knots on a straight course. Despite these factors, Appell ant
testified that he switched the radar to the 6 mle range to check
the Second Mate's 0413 position; and he stated that he determ ned
on Thurston Rock, to the southeast, between one and three m nutes
after 0413. Appellant stated that he observed Thurston Rock
between the 4 and 6 mle range markers on the radar scope. The
chart shows that Thurston Rock is nore than 6 mles from any point
where the ship could have been by 0416 when proceedi ng on course
211 degrees true at 20 knots or less fromthe 0413 position which
Is plotted on the photostatic copy of the chart used by Appellant.

No additional radar bearings or ranges were plotted prior to
the accident. At 0419, the HAWAI| BEAR struck sonething under the
wat er. Her speed was not noticeably decreased but considerable
damage was done to the bottom plating between the garboard and
bi |l ge strakes on both sides of the keel plates. The damage to the
keel plates was conparatively mnor. The danage consi sted of heavy
I ndentations and 2 to 7 feet long holes extending intermttently
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fromabout 75 feet aft of the stemto the after end of the nunber

four hold. There was no evidence of scoring or coral except as far
as 25 feet aft of the stemdue to the beaching of the ship. There
was no damage to the bottom farther aft than the nunber four hold.

After the ship struck, Appellant ordered the engi nes stopped
and turned on the fathoneter. There was no attenpt to obtain a fix
until 0428 since the vessel was shipping water and Appel |l ant was
busy with the Chief Mate in connection with this. Appellant |ater
reported that the accident occurred over a 19 fathom shoal which is
2.5 mles to the northwestward of Linma Rock and 2 mles along a
course line of 211 degrees true projected fromthe 0413 position
plotted on the chart. The 19 fathom shoal and Linma Rock are both
the sane distance of 2.5 mles fromthe course |line of 288 degrees
whi ch the ship was on before changi ng course.

The 0428 position obtained by the Second Mate is plotted about
2 mles to the southwest of the 0419 position on the chart. At
0429, Appellant ordered the engines sl ow ahead and proceeded on
different courses at various speeds. At 0447, Appellant obtained
a fix by neans of a visual bearing on Thurston Rock and the radar
range to the sane object. The ship was beached at Macul abo | sl and
which is about 10 or 12 mles in a southerly direction fromthe
scene of the accident. The ship was repaired in a dry dock at
Sasebo, Japan.

Subsequent |y, a Coast Guard cutter took soundi ngs over the 19
fat hom shoal where Appellant clains the accident took place. The
soundi ngs showed that the depth of the water varied between 17 and
19 fat hons throughout the shoal area.

There is no record of prior disciplinary action having been
t aken agai nst Appel | ant.

OPI NI ON

Al t hough the specifications are sonewhat narrowy worded, the
evi dence produced by both parties clearly indicates that proof of
the charge of negligence is dependent upon whether there is
substanti al evidence that Appellant proceeded into dangerous waters
wi t hout know edge of the position of his ship as the result of his
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failure to exercise reasonabl e care under the prevailing
circunstances. |t has been stated that in these admnistrative
proceedi ngs the proof need not adhere strictly to the wordi ng of

the specification so long as there is no surprise. Kuhn v. Cvil

Aeronautics Board (C.C. A, D .C 1950), 183 F2d 839. There was no
el ement of surprise as to the issues to be determned in the case.

Appel | ant was navi gating, at night, solely by radar and
wi t hout the benefit of visual bearings or the information avail able
fromthe fathoneter. During the 12 to 4 watch, the ship was
approaching a point where the ship would have to nake a turn to
port in the vicinity of many unlighted obstructions to navigation.
Under these circunstances, it was Appellant's duty to use
reasonably safe neans at his disposal for the navigation of his
ship. The courts have stated that "the care to be exercised nust

be in proportion to the danger to be avoided. "The John Carroll
(C.CA 2, 1921), 275 Fed. 302.

The use of the larger scale charts was one way in which
Appel | ant shoul d have acted to conply with this requirenent as to
the appropriate degree of care in this situation. Instead of Chart
No. 4715, Appellant shoul d have used Char Nos. 14223 and 4226 in
order to mnimze the errors which result fromradar navigation.
This has particular application with respect to the bearing of
obj ects obtained by radar. Therefore, | agree with the concl usion
of the Exam ner that the Third Specification was proved.

The course |line of 288 degrees true could have been put on
Chart No. 4226 shortly prior to 0330 even though the snmaller scale
Chart No. 4715 was in use before this tine. For sone unexpl ai ned
reason, Appellant admttedly waited till after 0407 to plot the
0353 fix on Chart No. 4226 and then this fix was inaccurately
plotted on Chart No. 4226 to the extent of half a mle.
Undoubtedly this was carel ess, negligent navigation in all
respects. And Appellant was on the bridge fromshortly after 0230
i n order to check and supervise the navigation of the mate who was
on watch. The Second Specification was properly found proved as to
the negligent failure to transfer the 0353 fix at earlier tine.

Because of the error in transferring the 0353 fix and a
m scal cul ati on of the distance which the ship would have covered at
an estinmated speed of 18.5 knots, Appellant commenced the turn to
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course 211 degrees true at a point which he thought allowed for a
clearance of 1.7 mles fromLim Rock. 1In addition to these acts
of negligence which he had anple tinme to avoid, it was extrenely
carel ess navigation to change course at 0410 and prior to obtaining
an accurate radar fix, especially since there are 20 mles of open
water to the west of Lim Rock.

Under the existing circunstances, the m ni num precautions
whi ch Appel | ant shoul d have taken were to nmake accurate
cal cul ations, as to distance, based upon the correct |ocation of
the 0353 fix and the m ni num speed over the ground between fixes as
i ndi cated by the position plotted on the 12 to 4 watch. This speed

was approximately 15 knots. In his own testinony, Appell ant
admtted that the ship had travelled at a speed which was at | east
this slow In this manner Appellant could very sinply have figured

out that in order to be reasonably certain that the ship would not
pass any closer to Linma Rock than the course line which he had laid
out on the chart, the change of course should not have been
commenced until 24 mnutes after the 0353 fix - or 0417. At 15
knots, the ship would have proceeded 6 mles along the 288 course

| ine since 0353. Allowi ng for an advance of half a mle, she would
have passed Lima Rock while on the course |ine appearing on the
chart. But due to the accunulation of errors, the turn was
comenced at 0410. Contrary to Appellant's contention on appeal,
the ship very definitely struck sone part of Lim Rock if she was
maki ng good a speed of 15 knots or |ess between 0353 and 0410. The
reconstructed courses at various speeds (which appear in evidence
on a Chart No. 4226) lead to the contrary conclusion; but there are
nunmerous errors in the calculations involved in reaching this

sati sfactory conclusion for Appellant.

Apparently, Appellant's only precaution was to ignore the 0407
position plotted by the Second Mate. This position was obviously
erroneous since it indicated a speed of 30 knots between 0353 and
0407. Hence, the First Specification is found not proved and it is
di sm ssed.

Al t hough Appellant's prine fault was that he ordered the
change of course on the basis of inaccurate dead reckoning
calculations just prior to turning towards a shore where there are
many shoal s and reefs, his negligent navigation continued after the
ship was on course 211 degrees true.
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It shoul d have been apparent to Appellant that the 0413
position was no good because it indicated a speed of 35 knots since
0410 even if the ship had proceeded at the rate of 20 knots over
t he ground between 0353 and 0410. The inaccuracy of the 0413
position is further established by Appellant's testinony that, not
| ater than 0416, he checked the 0413 plot by range and bearing to
Thurston Rock on the 6 mle radar range scale. Thurston Rock was
not within 6 mles of the 0416 dead reckoni ng position on course
211 degrees fromthe 0413 position. Consequently, the ship was
farther to the east and closer to Lim Rock than Appel |l ant thought
she was when he failed to get an accurate check on the Second
Mate's 0413 position. The Fourth Specification is found proved as
to the failure to take proper steps to verify the 0413 position;
and it is not proved as to the 0407 position.

Since the 0413 position was not correct, the 0419 position
(which Appellant contends was the |ocation of the accident) was
al so i naccurate because the latter position would have required a
speed of 20 knots on course 211 degrees fromthe inpossible 0413
position. In addition, it is admtted that there was no attenpt to
fix the position of the ship between 0413 and 0428. This supports
the indication that the clainmed 0419 position is nothing nore than
a dead reckoni ng position based upon the 0413 plot.

As to the 0407 and 0413 positions, the Second Mate testified
t hat he could not say whether one of the bearings he obtained at
both tines was a bearing on Sanmur |sland or Thurston Rock, although
It was thought to be the latter and plotted as such. In view of
t he erroneous positions in both cases and the fact that Thurston
Rock and Sanmur |sland are 10 and 300 feet above the water,
respectively, the indications are that the bearings were taken on
Samur Island. |If they had been plotted as such, the plotted
positions woul d have indicated that the ship was considerably
farther to the east - 2 mles roughly. The Second Mate al so
testified that the 0407 and 0413 positions were not accurate.

Al of these factors, pertaining to the admtted inability of
the Second Mate to obtain a good position at 0407 or 0413, are
sufficient to place considerabl e suspicion upon the accuracy of the
0428 position as plotted by the Second Mate. It is also
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significant that the latter position is located in approxi mately
the sane relative position to the 0419 position as the latter is to
the 0413 position. Hence, there is considerable doubt as to the
accuracy of any of the positions shown on the chart as representing
the location of the ship over a period of 18 mnutes after the
course change was initiated. Again, this anounted to negligent

navi gati on on the part of the Appellant.

As shown by the fact that Appellant took a visual bearing on
10 foot Thurston Rock at 0447, it was |light enough to definitely
establish the ship's position within a short tinme after conpleting
the turn. In view of the uncertainty of the radar positions after
0353, Appel l ant shoul d have taken the precaution of obtaining a
visual fix before approaching close to Li na Rock.

These proceedings are renedial in nature and the prinmary
purpose is to protect lives and property at sea agai nst actual and
potential danger rather than to punish persons for crimnal
negligence or to determ ne who shall bear the |osses of a marine
casualty. Therefore, it is not necessary in this case to concl ude
t hat Appellant's negligence contributed a grounding in order to
concl ude that he was negligent in many respects wth regard to the
navi gation of his ship. See Appeals No. 586, p. 8, and No. 728,

p. 10. 1In fact, the Third Specification does not allege any causal
connecti on between the negligence and a groundi ng, such as is
i ncluded in the allegations of the other three specifications.

In view of the poor nethods of navigation which were enpl oyed
whi | e approaching the turning point and the fact that the position
of the vessel was not determ ned accurately from 0353 until 0447,
it is ny opinion that Appellant's inproper navigation anounted to
negl i gence. Except for the expert testinony of M. Bahorich, it
woul d undoubt edl y appear that the bottom danage to the ship was
caused by striking some outlying sharp pinnacle rocks or reefs in
the shoals around the main portion of Lima Rock after the ship's
speed had been retarded by an adverse current between 0353 and
0410. | think that the Exam ner properly rejected considerabl e of
the Appellant's testinony by which he attenpted to establish that
the ship was definitely well to the west of Linma Rock when the
accident occurred. Odinarily, the Exam ner who sees and hears the
W tnesses is the best judge as to their credibility. Nevertheless,
t he evidence of negligent navigation does not concl usively

file://l/hgsms-lawdb/users/K nowl edgeM anagement...20& %20R%20679%20-%20878/730%20-%20M CDONALD.htm (11 of 14) [02/10/2011 1:15:43 PM]


file:////hqsms-lawdb/users/KnowledgeManagementDocuments/Suspension_and_Revocation_Decisions_(public_collection)/Commandant%20Decisions/APPEALS/D09908.htm
file:////hqsms-lawdb/users/KnowledgeManagementDocuments/Suspension_and_Revocation_Decisions_(public_collection)/Commandant%20Decisions/APPEALS/D10049.htm

Appeal No. 730 - WILFRED M. McDONALD v. US - 8 June, 1954.

establish that the ship struck Lima Rock.

Consequently, | am constrained to conclude, on the basis of
M. Bahorich's testinony as to the nature of the damage, that there
I s not substantial evidence to support the allegation contained in
t he Second and Fourth Specifications that Appellant's negligent
navi gation contributed to the grounding of the ship. In fact, M.
Bahorich's testinony is strong evidence to indicate that there was
no grounding. He was not a prejudiced witness insofar as the
record discloses; and his testinony as to the nature of the bottom
damage was not controverted by other evidence or questioned by the
Exam ner. Therefore, | accept his description of the damage to the
bottom as set forth above in ny Findings of Fact. Because of the
type of damage, M. Bahorich testified that he was of the opinion
t hat the damage coul d not have been caused by the ship striking a
reef; and this opinion is backed up 35 years of narine engi neering
experience by M. Bahorich. The reasons he gave for his opinion
wi |l be discussed briefly.

It was the expert's opinion that there woul d have been sone
evi dence of coral in the punctured areas if the ship had struck a
coral formation; and that either coral or rock would have caused
scoring and heavy grooving in the plates between the intermttent
hol es which were 2 to 7 feet in length. He was also of the opinion
that due to the speed of the ship and the fact that the draft aft
was al nost 7 feet greater than the forward draft, there would have
been considerably nore damage to the after end of the ship's bottom
than to that part of the bottom which actually was damaged if the
ship had struck one or nore stationary objects. For these reasons,
M . Bahorich reached the conclusion that the damage nust have been
caused by sone subnerged, floating object such as the hull of a
shi p.

| aminpressed with this conclusion for the reasons stated by
M. Bahorich whose evaluation of the danage is entitled to
consi derabl e weight in view of his many years of experience in this
field of work. In addition, |I take official notice of the fact
that this is a flat bottoned ship. This fact precludes the
probability that the ship's sideways notion could have caused her
to bounce off and on coral or rock pinnacles so as to cause the
intermttent punctures. Such objects would probably have caused
conti nuous damage to the bottom pl ating.
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CONCLUSI ON

The concl usive facts are that the ship was being negligently
navi gat ed, by Appellant, at undeterm ned positions, after 0353, in
the vicinity of Lima Rock and the ship struck sonethi ng which
caused $225, 000 darmage to her bottom The weight of the evidence
does not affirmatively establish that the ship struck Li ma Rock.
Therefore, the allegations that the negligence contributed to a
groundi ng are found not proved. The Third Specification is
"proved." The Second and Fourth Specifications are found "proved in
part"” in accordance with 46 C F. R 137.09-65. The First
Specification is "not proved." The order will be nodified
accordi ngly.

ORDER

The order of the Exam ner dated at San Francisco, California,
on 14 August, 1953, is hereby nodified to directing an adnonition
agai nst Appellant. |In accordance with 46 C.F.R 137.09-75(d),
Appel l ant is advised that this adnonition will be nade a matter of
of ficial record.

As so MODI FI ED, said order is AFFI RVED.

A. C. R chnond
Vice Admral, United States Coast Guard
Commandant

Dated at Washington, D. C., this 8th day of June, 1954.
***x* END OF DECI SION NO 730 **x*x*
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