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18140. Witness.] The rules were drafted at a conference of Managers, and they are the same rules at all
the collieries.

18141. Mr. Robertson.] Q. I should like to know what your objections were? 4. We olijected to the defining
of the Managers’ powers and working the pit according to certain orders. You can tell a man to do a
certain work purely for the purpose of taking advantage of him.

18142. @. You do not say that a mine should not be worked in the way that the Manager directs? 4. I
am talking about a deputy coming round to a man and giving him certain orders, when the miner knows
that it is done purely for the purpose of humbugging him.  That is done repeatedly.

18143, Mr. Ritchie.] Q. I see under the Actit is provided in clause 51 that :—* The proposed Special Rules,
together with a printed notice specifying that any objections to the rules on the ground of anything
contained therein, or omitted therefrom, may b2 sent by any of the persons employed in the mine.” Do you
suggest any amendment to that section? 4. Yes, we object to a prin‘ed notice. We think that a written
notice should be sufficient.

18144 Q. Would the provision me:t your case if the section were worded, ¢ Together with a printed or
written notice.”? 4. Yes.

18145, . If that had been the wording of the Act previously would your objections have been in time to be
considered? 4. Yes. I may say that I have had occasion, at a conference, to draw attention to the
practice adopted by some Managers in keeping men in a constant state of irritation, almost verging on a
strike.  There is nothing hidden about what T am saying. I drew attention to the matter at a conference
between the proprietors and the miners. They admitted it because the practice ceased considerably at the
mine to which I refer after I had spoken about tlie matter.

18146, Mr. Lysaght.] I would like to know whether it is within the szope of the Commission to consider
any suggestions for the amendment of Special Rules, because I know that in the Illawarra district there
are a number of rules which are very objectionable in practice. Some of them have the effect of relieving
the mining companies of all Hability —that is of liability which they are not relieved of by Act of Parliament.
There are w number of rules which require amendment. Tf the matter came within the scope of the
Commission I would have the suggested amendments prepared and submit them to the Commission.

18147, 1fis Honer.] Tf the amendment of the rules would be such as would conduce to the safety of a
mine, directly or indirectly, the Commirsion might take the matter into consideration.

18148, Mr. Lysaght.] One Special Rule says ¢ That every collier shall securely uphold the coal and shall
prop up and secure the roof of the bord in which lie may be employed, and if he should not be provided
with a sufficient quantity of timber he shall cease working.” It may happen that the Company may fuil to
provide sufficient timber, and you sce that the question would be what was sufficient timbering, The miner
may have thought that the mine was sufficiently timbered, and the Cowpany would be relieved of
responsibility under the law, because he did not cease working and leave his working place. The rule has
a tendency to relieve the Company in a way it should not be relieved.

18149, Mr. Robertson.] Do you suggest that there should not Le such a rule.

18150. AMr. Lysaght.] It should not be left to the management to say what is sufficient timber, and then if
a man is injured to deprive him of his rights.

18151. Mr. Wade.] The rule states that: ¢ That no man must incur any danger, and that he shall with-
draw if there is danger.”

18152, Mr. Lysaght.] There are a number of rules which operate harshly on the men, without advantage
so far as the safety of the mine is concerned, and they appear to be so drafted as to relieve the management
of liability which they would otherwise incur under the Coal-mines Regulation Act.

13153, Mr. Robertson.] I think your illustration is unfortunate, because a better rule for the safety of the
men working in the mine could not be drawn up.

18154 Myr. Lysaght.] You see the miner may be trusting to the superior inspection of the roof by the
deputy who has certified it to be safe. It turns out to be uusafe and the miner would be held to be guilty
of contributory negligence because he did not quit the place.  Again, there is a prohibition against a man
leaving liis own working place ; but, in a recent action it was leld that a miner had confributed to an
accident because he had not gone into a waste working to see what the roof was like, Thus, 2 man is not
to leave his working place, but if he is injured Le is blamed because he did not go to an adjoining place to
see whether or not it was dangerous.  You thevefore, sre how these rules may be niade to act so as to
deprive a man of his right of action. These rules materially affect the statutory rights which these men
have under the Act. )

18155, Mr. Ritehic.] Q. Do you desive that the miners should be allowed to propose amendments to the
Special Rules,

18156. Mr. Lysaght.] The Commission might suggest that the Special Rules should be amended from time
to time or new rules made, as the various defects crop up, so that they can be remedied. If the Commis-
sion think that this is a matter that it could go into I would have the Special Rules submitted to the
Delegate Board, and bring them before the Commiss’on,

18157, Iis ionor.] What is your proposal.

18158. M. Lysaght.] If the Commission thinks that it has the power to suggest amendments in the
Special Rules, where they relate to the safety of the mine, or otherwise, so as to bring themn into such a
condition that the men can carry them cut, I would get the various amendments made and bring them
before the Commission for consideration. Such rules, for instance, as might meet the case suggested by
Mvr. Bower.

18159. Afr. Robertson.] The miners can suggest amendments.

18160. Mr. Lysaght.] The men cannot always tell how a rule will work. They only know that some of the
rules are impracticable after they have tried to work under them.

18161, Mis flonor.] What you wish the Commision to do is to propose some alteration of the law which
deals with these Special Rules, o as to give the miners the right of suggesting amendments to a greater
extent than they now have. '

18162. Mr. Lysaght.] Would this Commission have the power to amend some of these rules if they were
brought before it, or at any rate to suggest amendment. I am rather afraid that that does not come within
the scope of the Commission.

18163. His Ilonor.] This is going too much into detail.

16825 29—4 A 18164.
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18164. Mr. Lysaght.] 1 think the Commission would have power to suggest an amendment of the law
whereby any suggestion as to new rules or awmendment of old rules might be taken from the
Unions. ’
18165, His Honor.] That would be a general amendment of the Act which would come within the scope of
the Commission.

18166. r. Ritchie] According to section 53 of the Act, after the Special Rules have been established, the
owner, agent, or manager of the mine may propose an amendment of the rules; but the miners have no
right t> make any such suggestions.

18167. Mr. Bruce Smith ] If you look at section 52 you will see that the Minister can object to any of
the rules, and the miners have access to the Minister. If the miners object to the Minister the Minister
will take notice of it.

18168. AMr. Robertson.] My own experience was that the miners objected to a rule and the matter was
referred to arbitration, and the Minister came out all right. .

18169. MMr. Ritchie.] Why not let the miners object without going to the Minister. The Minister may say
« T will not take these objections-into consideration.”

18170. Mr. Bruce Smith.| It is not very likely.

18171. Myr. Ritchie.] He could do so.

18172. AMr. Bruce Smith.] It is possible, of course, but one would hardly think that the Minister would
ignore suggestions by a large body of miners, and not send them on to the management of the mine
concerned.

18173. His IHonor.] Unless something happened like that related by Mr. Bower in his evidence when Mr.
Estell sent objections in. I may say that I think it would be fair to allow the miners some locus standi in
the matter, so that they should not have to ask someone else to gain the ear of the Minister for them.
18174, Mr. Bruce Smith.] I think that experience shows that a Minister of the Crown as the custodian of
the rights of a large body of men, would see that their interests were cousistent with those of the
proprietors.

18175. His Honor.] That is generally speaking.

18176. Mr. Robertson ] According to the Act of Parliament there was no alternative but to reject the
objections sent in Ly Mr. Bower because they were not in print.

18177. Mr. Bruce Smith.] The wording of the Act is——* The proposed Special Rules, together with a
printed notice specifying that any objection to the rules on the ground of anything contained therein, or
omitted therefrom, may be sent by any of the persons employed in the mine to the Inspector of the
district.”  This may have been read that the objection ought to have been printed, but it is no such thing.
Tt is the notice which has to be printed. The objections were handed to the Inspector, and they ought to
have been forwarded on to the Minister.

18178, Mr. Koberston.] (. Did you send a printed notice with the objections? 4. We took copies of the
rules which were posted up at the colliery. We wrote out our objections and sent them in to Mr. Dixon.
18179. . Apparently it was not necessary to have them printed? 4 That is the reply which we got back.
18180. . All you wanted was to have a printed notice sent with them? 4. I think we have the letter
to day which we received in reply.

18181, /7. Bruce Smith.] Q. You will see that they lhiave to be submitted to the Minister through the
Inspector.

18182. IIis Honor.] The Commission having had its notice drawn to this matter of a proposed amendment
in the Act, there is nothing to prevent them taking any suggestions into consideration ; but the point
which would have to be considered would be merely whether it is expedient that the Act should beamended.
18183. Mr. Bruce Smith.] If you consider that question, I shall have to go into it, and read up evidence
on the point.

18184. [Ilis ITonor.] We shall not go into details as to the Special Rules.

18185. Mr. Bruce Smith.] But you will consider the modus operandi by which the men can send in their
objections to the rules without being stopped by red tapeism ?

18186. Ilis Ilonor.| Yes.

18187. Mr. Lruce Smith.] Let Mr. Lysaght think the matter out, and put it in a definite form. I will
then submit it to the Chief Inspector, and see whether it is taken exception to, or to what extent we can
fall in with it. Mr. Lysaght had better say in so many words how it is he proposes the Act shall be altered.
It comes within the scope of the Commission, because it is one of those matters which come under the
heading of the best means of avoiding conflicts in the future. Al T ask is that the matter may be put into
a definite shape so that the Department can have an opportunity of considering it.

18188. Mr. Lysaght.] What is done under Section 51 of the Act is that the owner or Manager must frame
Special Rules for the mine within three months after the commencement of any working for the proposed
opening of a new mine, or of renewing the working of an old mine, and if these special rules ave not objected
to within fourteen days they are approved, and they are binding as far as the men are concerned, for a'l
time against them.

18189, K. Druce Smith.] Would not this suggestion coms better from Mr. Lysaght when he brings up his
suggestions,

18190. His Honor.] Having discovered a defect in the Act, Mr. Lysaght can suggest, in something like
specific f.rm, in what way the Act can be amended.

18191. A'r. Lrure Smith.] And the matter will have to be followed up by future machinery to decide in
cases where the men and proprietors do not agree.  There may have to be arbitration,

18192, AMr. Robertson.] I would suggest a board.

18193. (The further examination of William Bower was then postponed.)

18194, Mr. Bruce Smith brought up the depositions taken at Broken Hill on the 19th of July, 1895, at an
inquest upon the bodies of Frank Pearce and others who had died from the effects of injuries accidentally
received by a rush of air caused by a fall of earth in the Broken Hill South Mine. M. Bruce Smith also
produced three letters, two being from Mr. J. Hebbard, of the Broken Hill South Mine, to the Chief
Inspector of Mines, aud one a letter from Mr. S. Mayne, referring to the same matter.

18195. Ilis Honor.] These depositions have already been referred to in the inquiry, and can now be put in.
18196. M. Bruce Smith.] Tt was suggested that there was some evidence of burning; but there was no
evidence at all. 18197.
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18197. Mr Wade.] There was a statement in a newspaper called the Collicry Guardian, which referred to
the men’s hair as being singed.  The depositions are short, and the medical evidence is shorter still ; hut
there is no reference to the condition of the men as to their being singed or not, and I am inquiring into
this question now. .

18198. Mr. Bruce Smith.] The article in the newspaper is an unsigned article. Mr. Atkinson instruets me
to state that beyond these depositions and these letters the Department has no further information.

18199. flis Honor vemarked that it was rather strange how unfounded statements were recorded in
supposed scientific newspapers. He knew of one statement which was printed in a scientific publication
which really originated in a joke.

18200. (The depositions taken at coroner’s inquest on the bodies of men kiiled by a fall of earth in the
Broken Hill South Mine on the 18th July, 1895, were put in and marked Exhibit No. 32.)

18201. (Letter to Mr. A. A. Atkinson from Mr. James Hebbard, Central Mine, Broken Hiil, 14th January,
1903 ; letter to Mr. A. A. Atkinson from Mr. James Hebbard, Central Mine, Broken Hill, 29th January,
1903 ; and letter to Mr. W. H. J. Slee from Mr. 8. Mayne, Underground Manager, Broken Hill South
Mine, 72 the fall of earth in that mine in 1895, were put in and marked Exhibit No. 33.)

(The Commission, at 415 p.m., adjourned until 10 o’clock the following morning.)

THURSDAY, 19 FEBRUARY, 1903, 10 am
[ The Commission met at the Land Appeal Court, Darlinghurst.]

Present: —
C. E. R. MURRAY, Tsq., D.C.J. (PrESIDENT).
D. A, W. ROBERTSON, Esq.,, ComMISSIONER. | D. RITCHIE, Esy.,, CoumissioNin.

Mr. Bruce Smith, Barrister-at-Law, instructed by Mr. Wood, Crown Solicitor’s Office, appeared on behalf
of the Crown. ' v
Mr. A. A. Atkinson, Chief Inspector of Ccal-mines, assisted IMr. Bruee Smith.
Mr. A. A. Lysaght, Solicitor, appeared on behalf of — .
(a) the representatives of deceascd miners, wheelers, &e., (victims of the explosion) ;
(b) the employees of the Mount Kembla Colliery (miners, whecfers, &e.) ; and
(¢) the 1llawarra Colliery Employees’ Association (the Southern Miners’ Union).

Mr. C. G. Wade, Barrister-at-Law, instructed by Mr. G. J. Barry, appeared on behalf of the Mount Kembla
Coal and Oil Company (Proprictors of the Mount Kembla Mine).

(Mr. J. Garlick, Secretary to the Commission, was present to take shorthand notes of tle evidence and
proceedings.)

18202. IIis Honor.] T might mention that we have this morning received an analysis, from the Govern-
ment Analyst, of a specimen of coal taken from the No. 1 main level back heading, at the spot from which
the supposed coked coal-dust was taken. This analysis does not throw very much light on the question
of how far the volatile hydro-carbons were actually driven off from that dust. I think the amount of
volatile hydro-carbons found in the coked dust was 23 54; and Mr. Hamlet finds in the coal itself, in that
particular specimen, 243, Of course, the coal may vary slightly. It is a dangerous thing to compare
two things like that, of course, for the purpose of arriving at anything like an accurate conclusion; but,
so far as there is anything in the comparison, about one twenty-fourth, or 4 per cent., of the volatile
hydro-carbons that were contained in the coal originally would appear to have been driven off by the
explosion at that point.  As 1 say, the comparison is a rough one, which does not indicate anything very
certain. It indicates that a very swall proportion, at any rate, of the volatile hydro-carbons in the coal
were driven off, if any were driven off at all.

18203. The analysis reccived from the Government Analyst of the specimen of coal taken from the face
of the No. I main back heading was put in and marked 1ixhibit No. 4.

1820k Mr. Bruce Smith.] The coal itself varies ?

18205. His Honor.] Yes.

18206. Mr. Robertson.] You might take a sample from the same place again, and find a different
proportion.

18207. His Honor.] Yes; but, so far as a compaiison can be made, that is the only conclusion thal can
be drawn, that not more than about 4 per cent. of the volatile hydro-carbons actually contained in the
coal-dust were driven off.  That is a very small proportion indeed.

18208. I may mention that this morning the Commission have received, through their Seeretary, from the
Department of Mines, a letter which Las been written by Mr. Ebenezer Vickery to the Premier, suggesting
the calling of certain witnesses, Now, those would be witnesses for the management, called on behalf of
the management ; and I think the best thing the Commission can do with this letter is just to hand these
names to Mr. Wade, n case the suggestion should come to him as of any scrvice. Of course, Mr. Wade
is appearing here for the management, and the management is properiy represented. The peculiar
circuity of action in the matter may be the result of ro wish to ignore the Company, or to ignore any-
one; it may be only a peculiar way of doing things. I will hand tho list of witnesses to Mr. Wade for
perusal.

15209. [The letter containing the list of witnesses was then handed to Mr. Wade.]

Mg,
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Me. WILLIAM BOWER, previously sworn, was further examined, as under:—
Esamination-in-chief by Mr. Lysaght.
18210. Q. We were speaking of the 19th Recommendation ; and I read you the legislation in America ;—-
in what way do you think that legislation would operate, if adopted heve 2 4. It should certainly act as
a deterrent to Managers victimising the men : that is to say, a man might hesitate before he would make
himself liable to prosecution for deliberately throwing a man ount of work without sufficient reason.
18211. @. And,in addiiion to that, would it have any etfect in giving the men more conﬁdence_ln reporting
any defects they observed ? 4. That is a nalural consequence. At the present time, there is no doubt,
the majority of men are afraid to veport; at least, that is my experience. They will hesitate to report
anything about their work, for the simple reason that they might get either a snub, or something worse.
18212. . Tt has been suggested that the Managers welcome any reports as to the condition or defects of
the mine ;—what has been your experience? 4. They are only the exceptions that prove the rule. There
are some, I believe; but the majority are net so. 1 am satisfied of that, because we know of instances.
I know myself of instances brought under my notice where a man has repeatedly reported gas—for
instance, the lighting of gas in his place—aud he has been told by the under-manager that he sees too
much gas.
]8213.ng. Lysaght then asked the witness the name of the man to whom he referred. The witness
gave the name of the mine, and the name of the under-manager, but declined to give the name of the
miner,
18214. Mr. Robertson pressed the witness to give the name of the miner, in fairness, as he had given the
name of the under-manager. .
18215. Mr. Lysaght submitted that the name of the miner should not be pressed for, as he might be
prejudicially affected it' it became known. The evidence had been adduced merely to show that reports
as to the occurrence of g»s were not welcomed by Managers. )
18216. Mr. Wade submitted that cither the evidence was admissible or inadmissible. If it were admis-
sible, he thought that the Managers were entitled to have the statement thoroughly investigated, and,
therefore, the name of the miner should be disclosed. Technically speaking, he (Mr. Wade) thought the
evidence, being purely hearsay, was inadmissible. If Mr. Bower would not disclose the miner’s name, he
(Mr. Wade) would ask that the whole of the evidence be struck out.
18217. The witness, questioned by His Honor, said that he had never spoken to the under-manager
referred to, nor the under-manager to him, on this subject. =
18218. Mr. Robertson said he would like this statement to be probed to the bottom. If it were true, he
would like the facts to be known. ,
18219. Mr. Bruce Smith said #hat Mr. Atkinson would like the matter to be probed, because it would be
Just as well to know what managers or under-managers discourage the reporting of gas. )
18220. Mr. Lysaght asked that the evidence should be allowed to remain on the depositions, and said
that, perhaps, later in the day he might see his way to have the name of the miner disclosed.
18221, Mr. Bruce Smith said that the evidence, as given, was merely hearsay evidence, and such as would
not be accepted by any Court in the world, except, perhaps, a Russian Court. He considered that Mr.
Lysaght had no r1ght to have it kept upon the minutes pending his consideration as to whether he would
bring the evidence forward in a proper form. Mr. Lysaght could, by and bye, if necessary, give the
evidence again in a proper way.
18222. His Honor.] You object to it, Mr. Bruce Smith, as not being evidence at all; and you say that
that principle ought to apply in this Court which applies in every other Court, as a matter of fundamental
Justice, in relation to the rules of evidence. Certainly, I think, as the point has been taken, that that is
a very good objection ; and, therefore, I think that the evidence ought to be struck out. Then, if anyone
interested in the matter wishes it to be reintroduced in a proper way, there is the knowledge of its
having been tendered, which can be utilised for the purpose of reintroducing it, if it can be properly
reintroduced.
18223, Mr. Lysaght.] Very well, Your Honor. _ L
18224. (. Can you give a personal illustration of that? 4. Yes, in the Wallsend Mine. In this case I
was one of the men myselt'; so that there is no hearsay about this. Tt was in a section of the mine where
we were compelled to use locked lamps, We worked with locked lamps for two or three months; and
the under-manager visited the place daily with a flare lamp, an open light.
18225. Mpr. Robertson.] Q. Who was he? 4. Mr. Thomas Bosfield. ITis father was nnder-manager ;
and he was acting as deputy for his father at the time—his father sometimes came in.
18226. Mr. Bruce Smith ] A. When was this? 4. It is upwards of twelve years ago. Both the late
Inspector, Mr. John Dixon, and the present Inspector, Mr. Bates, visited it at the same time with open
lights; and we were not allowed to use an open light.
l18%27. Mr.lRilc]zz'ev] @. The inspectors came in with open lights? 4. The inspectors came in with open
ights as well.
15228, Mr. Bruce Smith.] Q. Do you mean about the same time—was it within weeks or months?
4. 1t was during the months that we were working with the locked lamps.
18229. Mr. Robertson.] Q. Of course, that has hardly any bearing upon this point of the men being afraid
to report ? 4. No; I am only just showing what may be done.
11230. Alr. Roberison.] One thing at a time.
11231, Ar. Lysaght.] . Can you give a personal illustration of a report being made to the management,
which they have seemingly objected to; that is to say, they did not want reports to jbe made to themn?
4. No, nothing of that kind was tried with me. OF course, there is any amonnt of the same sort of thing
that I have used previously; there are rumours of the same kind that men were afraid to report.
18232, Mr. Robertson.] (. Have you made reports ? 4. Yes, when I have found gas.
18;.133 Q- You had no hesitation in doing so?~ 4. I never had at any time. 1 have always taken those
risks.
18234, (. And you have not suffered ? 4. I am not aware that I have.
18235. (. So it just simply wants a little pluck? 4. Exactly; I believe it does, you know. If the
majority of the men would do it, I am satisfied that would cause all that sort of thing to cease; but,
unfortunately, they are not all built on my lines,

18236,



557
Witness—W. Bower, 19 February, 1903,

18236. Mr. Lysayht.] (. And, at the time that you were reporting, do I understand that you felt that
you were taking a risk ® 4. Well, no, for the simple reason [Tnterrupted.)

18237, Alr. Wade.] He did not say so.
18238, Mr. Bruce Smith.] Your Honor, Mr. Lysaght cannot ask what the witness felt.

18239. Mr. Lysaght.] (). You were saying that Managers and Inspectors came in with naked lights to a
place where you were using locked lamps.  Can you give any other instances, more recently, where to
your knowledge Managers have come 1n with naked lights when the men were using safety-lamps ?
A. No, I could not bring any to my recollection.

18240. @. Recommendation No. 20— Safety-lamps not to be unlocked for shot-firing.” What do you
gay on thatt” A, That it is ridiculous, and not necessary.

18241, €. Do you kuow whether it is done in practice? . I have seen it myself, It has come under
my own observation.

18232, (. Has that been {frequent ? 4. Yes. Al the shots in Killingworth Mine were fired in that way.
I saw that myself. I worked in it myself. I made one inspectiou of that mine before it stopped ; and
that is liow the shots were Iit.

18243. (.'Is the danger, in your opinion, from using an open safety-lamp to light a fuse equal to, or
greater than, the danger from the actual explosion of the gunpowder? d. There is always a certain
amount of risk, where naked lights are prohibited, in going and making a safety-lamp a naked light ; it
1s always dangerous. 1 cousider, if it is necessary to work with safety-lamps at all, that it must of
necessity be dangerous to unlock the safety-lamp, even with any inspection that the shot-firer may make
in the working place.

18244, Q. Which, in your opinion, affords the greater danger, the opening of the lamp or the actual firing
of the gunpowder ? 4. I believe the open lamp would be more dangerous.

18245. (. Speaking of the gunpowder, do you think it a safe explosive? 4. The ordinary Hall's Pellets,
or Curtiss and Ilarvey’s, are the general explosives in use. There is always a danger of flame coming
from them and iguiting any gas that is about; in fact we have, T daresay, innumerable instances where
fires have taken place through it.

18246. (. Then, in your opinion, should "the use of ordinary blasting powder be prohibited? 4. Yes;
where a mine is considered to be a gassy mine, I think there should be some other explosive found; in
fact there are other explosives, any amount of them; although I do not believe in many of them. I
think I recommended Hall's Ball-dog Powder for Dudley. It is said that there is no flame from it; and,
of course, it must be considerably safer; and it is used in exactly the same way. I believe that is their
(Hall's) substitute for their ordinary powder where mines are considered gassy. It is a trifle dearer;
but it is used in exactly the same way. There is no prejudice against using it, except the price—there
eannot be—and it is on the list of permitted explosives.” There is another one which I am pleased to say
is got up by Sydney people. It seems to me to have the attributes of a safe explosive. It has not got a
name yet; and it is not patented. It will be cheap.

18247. (. But you cannot give it a name yet? 4. I eannot give it a name. I believe it has been tried
on somne of the Government works though. I'erhaps Mr. Atkinson knows something about it.

18248, Alr. Atkinson.] 1 do not know which you refer to.

182149, Mr. Robertson.] (). Would it not be safer to have an explosive which had stood the Woolwich
test? 4. Yes. Well, I expect they would be prepared to submit this; they only want to sec its utility
first.  Of course, 1 have not tried it where any gas is known to exist at all.

18250. Mr. Lysaght.] Q. But you suggest that this Bull-dog powder is a safe explosive? 4.1 did
recommend that at Dudley ; and I believe it saved a strike at the time. The Proprietary there were
attempting to introduce carbonite, which is a nitro-glycerine explosive; and the men objected, in fact
they went so far as to say that if 1t were put in at the time the Manager intended to put it i, that is on
the Monday—and this was on the Thursday—they would not go to work. I suggested Bull-dog ; and it
seemed o have a fair trial, and seemed to fill the bill all round; but it has turned out that it Las never
been used yet by the management. They seem to have some reason for putting carbonite in. The men
have the idea that the firm are agents for carbonite, ard want to get it into use.

18251, Alr. Ritchie.] (). What are the objections to the carbonite ® 4. The fumes. It is the same with
all nitro-glycerine explosives, the fumes,

18252. Mr. Bruce Smith.] This just shows the great care that needs to be exercised by the Commission
before any hard and fast rules are laid down in these matters. Mr. Atkinson tells me that the colliery
guardian says that the Bull-dog powder is about to be prohibited.

18253. Witness ] Mr. Atkinson has published it in his annual report as a permitted explosive.

18254, My. Ritchie.] Mr. Bruce Smith, we had an instance yesterday showing that the Colliery Guardian
could not always be relied upon,

18255. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Yes: but this is an announcement that the Home Office is about to condemn
Bull-dog as a permitted explosive in two months. T do not say it is true; but it shows how careful the
Commission will have to be in laying down any hard and fast rules.

18256. Mr. Lysaght.] Q. There is a new suggestion from the Newcastle Distriet, No. 21— That the
miners of each district (should) have the power to recommend for appointment an Inspector for their
~respeetive districts.”  What have you to say on that ? . That it is simply a protest from our distriet,
practically speaking, against the present method of appointing Inspectors. Inspectors are appointed
primarily for the safety of the workmen ; and the opinion of our distriet is that the present system of

appointing the Inspectors is faulty, and that they should have the right to nominate experts for the
position themselves.
r

18257, Mr Robertson.] (. Would not that carry a corresponding right on the part of the proprietors to
also nominate an Inspector? 4. We are riot disputing the right of the proprietors to have the right to
nominate—they have that now—but we claim that we ought to have the right to nominate one, and to
have it corsidered. ‘

18258. ¢. Do you consider it is right that any party should have the right to nominate anybody at all?
4. Under the existing conditions they do have it.

18259. Q. I would like you to explain that? 4. Tt is perfectly well-known that one of the late appoint-
ments was got through political influence pure and simple.

18260.
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18260. @ Ihope you do not mean to say that there is any connection between the politicians and the
proprietors—you said that the proprietors had the right to nominate? . I did not mean to convey that
meaning. I do not mean to say for a moment that the proprietors can pull the political strings any more
than the men, '
18261. ¢. You just said that they had? 1. I said that they had the same chance.
18252, @. I'said, if you claimed ths right to nominate a man for the position of Inspector, that would
carry the corresponding right for the owners to nominate a man; and you said that they had got the
right now ? 4. No; I'said we hal no objection to their having the same right. That is what I intended
to convey. I said they have got the same right as we have at present.
18263. Alr. Lysayht] What I understood, was that the proprietors have the same right as the men have
now to get an appointment mate; not that they were exercising a right that the men had not got, in any
recent appointment.
18264 Mr. Bruce Smith.] I do not know what Mr. Bower meant to say; but he distinetly said, “ They
Lave it now.”
18265. Witness.] T want to convey by that that we have power to recommend now, but no power to have
our recommendations considercd. I take it that the Managers have the same rights—they have power to
recommend; but I do not sec how their recommendation can be considered, any more than that of the
miners,
18266. Mr. Robertson.] (. You want to be sure that your recommendation will be given effect to?
4. Yes, unless good reasons are shown why it should not be.
18267. (. On the other hand, the proprietors should have the same right to say that their recom-
mendations should be given effect to—so where would you be ?
18268. Mr. Ritchie.] (). What you mean is that the proprietors and the employees should have the right
to nominate, and from those nominations the appointment should be made? 4. Yes.
18269. Mr. Lysaght.] Perhaps the wording of this suggestion should go a little further, your Honor. Tt
only says: “That the miners of each district have the power to recommend for appointment an Inspector
for their respective districts.” .
18270. @. I understand now, from you, that yon want a power to have that recommendation carried into
effect if no good reason is shown against it? = 4. Yes.
18271. His Honor.] (). How is that possible ; because, if two sets of people nominate different persors,
and there i3 no substantial objection shown to either nomination, it is clear that they cannot both be
appointed 7 4. Our side are limiting it purely to experts. They are not asking for any of themselves to
be nominated.
18272. Mr. Lysaght.] Answering that, it would get over the difficulty of political influence if some third
party, not representing either of the parties, should be appointed.
18278, Mr. Robertson.] (). You are aware that appointments, at present, are ministerial ; would it meet
your view if the appointments were made by the Public Service Board ;—the Public Service Board is
supposed to be non-political ? 4. It might be better, even, that way.
18274, Q. Do you thitk it should be taken out of the possibility of political influence ? 4. We do,
decidedly.
18275. Mr. Robertson.] I quite agree with you.
18276 Witness.] Mind you, I do not want this to reflect upon any of the late appeintwents at all; but
it is a well-known fact that one of them, at any rate, never had any experience worth talking about—that
1s, I never knew him to have any experience, and T have known him myself all his life. He was simply a
flatman, looking after the sets on the flat. Of course he was a mining student; but he could have had
very little practical experience.
18277. Q. What is his name? 4. Mr. Watson.
18278, Mr. Bruce Smith.] (). But he had a splendid letter from Mr. May? 4. Tt could only be on theory.
18279. (. Was it mot on practical experieuce? .. Where could he have had practical experience ? I
have known him all his life.
18280. Alr. Ritehie.] . You have said that vour recommerdation does not mean that your body of men
intend to recommend any of themselves, but they intend to recommend experts? . Yes.
18281, Q. Is it not the case that among your men using the pick there may be experts? 4. Yes.
18282, ¢). Then 1 am not correct in forming the opinion that you wean that they should be debarred
entirely ? 4. I nican to say that wen should hold certificates of competency as Managers before they are
nominated,
18283. @. The Act says that must be s0? 4. Yes; it does not matter what they are working at.
18284, (. If the law were so altered as to allow the two parties to nominate Inspectors—the emplorees
and the employers—in the event of a deadlock taking place, what would you suggest as a way out of the
difficulty ? ~ 4. Mr. Robertson made a very good suggestion—that the Public Service Board should make
the appointment, if they are free frow political influence.
18285. ALr. Ritchie] Mr. Robertson did not mean that at all. Tle meant that you should not have the
right to nominate at all.
18286. Mr. Robertson.] Yes, I think it is absurd—as at present.
18287. Witness.] This is put more as a protest against the existing system. You must admit that the -
Government Inspectors should have the confidence of the workmen, if possible,
18258, Ar. Ritchie.] They should have the confidence of both parties, if possible.
18289. Witness.] Well, then, the last two men appointed have started away cxactly the opposite. No
workman has got any confidence in them at all.  They may be the best men in the sérvice; but they are
in that position that men doubt them all the time, and if there is no confidence in them the effect of their
reports is not worth anything.  Practically speaking, that is the reason for my appoiniment. 1f the men
hiad confiderce in the Government Inspectors, it would not have been necessary to appoint me.
18290. Alr. Robertson.] ¢. You do not suggest that the proprietors had any influence whatever in the
appointment of the Inspectors you referred to? 4. I do not suggest that-—that never crossed my mind.
18291. Mr. Ritchie.] (. 1f you agree with Mr. Robertson’s suggestion to pass the matier over to the
Public Service Board eutirely, the same results may be obtained from that Board as you get from
winisterial appointments? .. They may. :
18292, ¢. Let us understand what your ultimate recommendation is: is it that you prefer the matter to
be passed into the hands of the Public Service Board without either party having the right to nominate
or
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or to recommend ; or that you desire to have the right of recommending, giving the same right to the
employers, and to allow the Public Service Board to make a choice from the recommendations as sent in?
A. Our position is just briefly this, that we claim that, if we had the right to have our recommendation
considered by ihe Minister, and if the Minister gave a sufficient reason why the appointment we
recommended should not be made, we would be satisfied. But, under the present conditions, the workmen
have no confidence in the ministerial appointments.
18293. (). Would it meet your view if the law were so framed as to prevent any Member of Parliament
from making a nomination ? 4. Yes; but how are you going to prevent it ? -
1S29%. His Honor.] (). Do not you think it would mcet the case if it were the practice to give full notice
beforeband, say a month’s notice, of the intention to appoint a certain person as Inspector; so that the
miners, or any persons interested, might have an opportunity of objecting? L. Yes, that would meet it
in a way—the right of objecting in a body to any appointment, or any nomination.
18295, His Honor.] Yes; the appointment being with the Public Service Board.
18296. M r. Robertson.] It would be rather an invidious position for the man to be put in.
18297. Mr. Lysaght.] T can quite see that they might object to a man, and his whole carcer would be
blasted. The unions, knowing that onc had objected, would probably all take the same line, and act in
concert,
18298. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Your Honor will take notice of the fact that many practical men, eminently
fitted for the position, would not think of going for a nomination, touting for a nomination ; and you
would exclude all of those from competing.
18299. Witness.] I do not seo the difference between touting to the worlinen and touting to Members of
Parliament.
18300. Mr. Roberison.] Yes; but what professional man of standing or self-respect would do such ¢
thing ?
18301. Witness.] If the appointments had been men of that description, there would probably have been
no objection. -
18302. Mr. Robertson.] (). Do you mean to say that any professional man would tout for his appointment,
any man of any standing or self-respect? 4. I know I never do anything of the kind myself; but T do
not know what other people would do.
13303. Ilis Honor.] Therc is no doubt that touting strikes many people as one of the lowest forms of
human operation.
18304, Witness.] It brings me to this; why should not the appointments be made by competitive
examination, and the best men get them ?
18305, Mr. Ritchie.] That is what I was going to suggest to you.
18306. Witness.] Let the best man get the position. That should clear away all doubt.
18307. Mr. Roberfson.] But unfortunately examinations are not a test as to the qualities of the men to
be appointed as Inspectors. ,
18308. Witness.] You can add to that tlie amount of practical experience they have had.
18309. Mpr. Robertson.] Even that would be objectionable, because a man might have the practical
experience and the scientific knowledge, and yet be absolutely devoid of tact; so that ructions would
probably arise a day or two after his appointment.
18310. Ay Ritchie.] (). I gather from your expressions of opinion, Mr. Bower, that vou think it would
be better to have a man who is sclected by a body of experts after they have tested liis qualifications in
every way they p:ssibly can, in preference to some personappointed by the Minister, who, perhaps, has no
knowledge of mining, and bas made a mere guess, as it were, in picking the man?
18311. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Then T am afraid the next difficulty you come to is the composition of the Board
of Experts, and the representation of the different interests upon it. This very Mr. Watson has passed
the best examination a man could pass; yet Mr. Bower says he lacks practical experience.
18312. Mr. Robertson.] I may say that the system of appointment of Inspectorsin the British coal-ficlds
was, first, that the appointments were made by the Home Secretary. Then examinations were tried ; and
then that was abandoned: and now they have reverted to appointments by the Home Secretary. Of
course, political influence, which Mr. Bower takes exception to, is not so rampant there as here.
18313, Mr. Lysaght.] T want the Commission to know that I do not wish to depart from this recommenda-
tion, which is made by the Newcastle Delegate Board, even though Mr. Bower may, to some extent, want
to depart from it.
18314, Q. I ask you, Mr. Bower, do you still ask for the power to recommend persons to the Minister, and
for the appointinent to be made it no sullicient reason to the contrary is given? . I do, unless a better
method 1s pointed out.
18315. Alr. Bruce Smith.] You might add—who is to determine the sufficiency of the reason.
18816. AMr., Lysaght.] T mean that I go the whole length of this recommendation, that the miners should
have the right to suggest the man, and that, unless there is some valid reason given against the
appointment, he should be the Inspeetor for their district ; because it is their safety, primarily, that is to
be considered; and, if their safety generally is considered, the safety of the property generally is
concerned—but primarily it is their safety ; and the miners do say that they have the right to make a
nomination and to get the person nominated appointed, unless some valid reason is given against it.
18317. Mr. Robertson.] So that, virtually, the miners shoutd have the appointment of the Inspectors.
18318. My, Lysaght.] No. 1f a valid reason were given against a momination, that nomination would
lapse.
]8p319. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Who is to be the judge of the sufficiency of the reason ?
18320. Mr. Lysaght.] I take it that the Minister is to be the judge of the sufficiency of the reason.
18321. Mr. Robertson.] Do you think the Minister could resist the influence of 6,000 or 7,000 miners in a
case hike that ?
18322, Mr. Lysaght.] Certainly, on a sufficient reason.
18323. Mr. Wade.] Then, why cannot he act in the first instance, as now ?
18324, Mr. Lysagnt.] Because he might put in a person, as in the case of this Mr. Watson, whom the
meu have no confidence in at all, and who, seemingly, had no practical knowledge. If the miners’ union
were to nominate a man who is an expert, why should he not be appointed, if there is no sufficient reason
against him.

18325,
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18325. Mr. Bruce Smith.] I think, as Mr. Watson’s name has been dragged in here, I may state that

Mr. Atkinson authorises me to say that he has the most perfect confidence in Mr. Watson's practical

ability and personal knowledge.

18326. Mr. Ritchie.] Q. How would it do if a conference, composed of representatives of the miners and

representatives of the owners, were to meet, and nominate three or five men, and send the names on to

the Minister to make a choice —nominate a sufficient number, so that he could make a choice, among

those persons mutually nominated ? 4. That would be a way out of thedifficulty. I should say it would

be better than the present systein, at any rate. We would be prepared to take almost any amendment of

the present system. As I told you originaliy, this recommendation is inserted principally as a protest

against the present system; and, with regard to Mr. Watson’s theoretical ability, nobody dizputes that at

all; as a teacher of mining, he should be very cxpert as a theorist, but Lis practical knowledge must be

very limited.

18827, Ay, Lysaght.] @. Under our proposition, an objection might be sent to the Minister by any of

the proprietors, and the Minister would be bound to consider an objection, from whatever source it might

come, and if it were a good objection, the nomination would be at once defeated.

18328. Mr. Ritchie.] Supposing the employees sent on a nomination, and objection was taken to that

nomination, according to your way of putting it, the party nominated would have to stand aside.

15329, Afr. Lvsaght.] No, not unless it was a good oljection,

18330. BMr. Ritchie.] Then what would foliow 7

18331, Mr. Lysaght.] It would have to be referred back to the union, to see if the union ecould get over

the objection, and, if the union could not ge’ over the obje-tion, the nomination would be defeated.

18332, AMr. Ritchie.] What would follow then?

18333. Myr. Lysaght.] 1t would be in the hands of the Minister to eall for nominations.

18334, Mr. Rifchie.] The same objection might Le made to every subsequent nomination.

18335. Alr. Lysaght.] 1 dosubmit that you are assuming a state of things that would te most improbable,

becanse you are assuming that the union might nominate some maa {o whom there would be a valid

objection. I think it is a fair assumption that, having regard to their own safety, the miners would not

nominate any man to whom there could be any solid objection. :

18336. Alr Ititchie.] That miglt be so, in their opinion ; but other people might have a solid objecticn

to him. :

18337. Ar. Lysaght.] But we would leave it to the Minister as to whether the object’'on was so!'d or not.

I submit to the Commission that it would certainly defeat the present practice, whichis very objectionable.

18388, Ziis. Honor.] Does the present practice of appointing Inspectors differ from the practice followed

in appointing other public officers *

18339, A Lysaght.] Yes; other public officers are appointed by the Public Service Board.

18340. His Honor.] Why should not the appointment of colliery Inspectors be under the Public Service

Board ?

18341. Alr. Lysaght] I can see that it would be an improvement if it were under the Public Service

Board ; but that does not carry out the recommendation that is sent to me by the Northern Miners’

Union. I am representing them here, and I do not wish to depart from their recommendation. They

seek to have the right to nominate a person, who shall be appointed as the Inspector in their district,

unless some valid reason is shown against it,

18342, Mr. Robe:tson ] But Mr. Bower says it s simply a protest; and if any feazible suggestion can be

made for a way out of the difliculty, he would accept it. I take it that he is representing the miners.

18343, @. I ask you, Mr. Bower,if you wonld accept appointments by the Public Service Board, as meeting

the views of your constituents. The Publie Service Board is supposed wot to be under any political

influence, and to be perfectly unbiassed, and would prebably have better opportunities of ascertaining the

qualifications of candidates than the Minister? A. Tien they would have to have some examination of

some kind to get at the qualifica‘ions of the candidates.

18344, His Honor.] I understand that in all cases where the Public Service Board have the duty of

appointing any officer for any particular work they a'ways do hold examinations to find out who is lest

quahfied.

18345, Witness.] 1 would prefer a ¢ympetitive examination,

18346. AMr, Ritchie] (. You would prefer a special Board of men with a knowledge of mining? 4. Yes;

then you ecould take into consideration a candidate’s status and his practical knowledge, Lesides his

theoretical knowledge.

18847, Myr. Bruce Smith.] 1 thiuk it ought {o be remembered, in speaking of the Minister's making a

choice, that he always has the Chief Inspector of Mines at his elbow ; who is supposed, at least, to be the

best man amongst the officers chosen from Euglund for that position.

18348, Mr. Lysaght.] I5isknown, also, that the Minister always has half-a-dozen Members of Parliament

at his elbow.

18319. My, Robertson.] I am fain to say that I have no confidenee in Ministerial appointments.

18350. Ar. Lysaght.] We are trying to get over the same difficulty. If the men send in a recommenda-

tion, I submit that, in their own interests, they would not make any but the best recommendation.

18351, Alr. Robertson.] That is tantamount to an appointment.

18352. His Honor.] That is tantamount to an appointment following generally, or very hikely to follow,

the most strenuous canvassing; which is very likely to be one of the worst appointments that can be made.

18333. Mr. Lysaght.] Perhaps Mr. Bower might adopt this: that if there were a Board for the purpose

of examining these candidates for the office of Inspector, and that Board were to receive nominations

[ Lnterrupted.)

18354. Mr. Bruce Smith.] I think, your Ionor, we are drifting into rather a peculiar position. I under-

stand Mr. Bower comes here as, practically, the representative of a number of cther men, like himself,

with practical knowledge. He has come here with a definite proposal, and only a few moments ago Mr.

Lysaght stated that he could not depart in any way from the exact form of that recommendation. If we

embark on a more lengthy discussion as to what Mr. Bower might individually accept, it is quite possible

that, not only would Mr. Bower be placed in an embarrassing position by having consented, as a repre-

sentative witness, to a proposal that his constituents wight not agree to, but we shonld be departing from

the object of the Commission, which is merely to take evidence as to what individuals think. I would
' suggest
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suggest that we take his evidence as to what he individually is prepared to recommend. Then other
evidence will be forthcoming, because you may depend upon it that Mr. Atkinson may have something to
say upon this proposal, and the Managers, too.
18355. AMr. Lysaght.] (. Do I understard that you support the proposal, ¢ That the miners of cach district
have the power torecomwmend for appointment an Inspector for theirrespective districts”? A, I support
it, unless there is a more efficient proposal substituted. OF course, if there is, Tam prepare | to give way.
I am here to support that.
18356. . And you say that this recommendation implies that, in the absence of a valid reason againsttl e
recommendation, the appointment should be confirmed ? 4. Yes.
18357. Mr. Ritchie.] 1 take it, then, that that leaves the final power of appointment in the power of the
Minister, as at present, and you do not propose any change ?
18358. M»r. Lysaght.] Yes.
18359. . Recommendation No. 22— That a red light be carried on the front of trains or scts onengine
planes or other self-acting inclines”;—what have you to say about that? . There have been fatal
accidents owing to the want of something of the kind. In most mines, more or less, where the haulage is
by main and tail, the sets travel at a very high rate of speed, and the noise of the rollers and of the rope
hinders the men hearing when they are travelling out against the air, and the men sometimes Lave to get
very close up to the side, and have not time to find a manhole to get into out of the way. The sets
sometimes travel at 10 or 12 miles an hour, and there is nothing to guide a man at all.  Very often, if the
man is pushing liis way out against the air, he does not hear the sound until the set is almost on him,
through the noise of the ropes and the rollers ; and we think there should be some light to distinguish a
set coming like that.
18360. €. Do you know whether that is the practice in any collicry? 4. No; I have not seen it in
practice.
18361. Mr. Robertson.] I have had many years’ experience, and I never had any trouble in getting out of
the way of sets.
18362. Witness.| 1 have had, though, sometimes.
18363. AMr. Roberison.] 1f you cut it too fine.
18364. Witness.] 1t may be that; but I do not suppose you have been in the habit of putting two or
three picks on your shoulder, and hurrying to get out as quick as you could, and taking no notice. A
Manager is generally on the look-out.
18365. Mr. Robertson.] But a man with two or three picks on his shoulder should take notice.
18366. Witness.] But I can tell you that very often sets come very close, indecd, before you notice them,
and it makes a man jump to the side, and not look for a mauhole either.
18367. Mr. Robertson.] (. Your recommendation applies only to the main and tuil rope system? 4. Tt
does not apply to the endless rope.
18368. ¢. And it would only apply to haulage roads, where persons travel ordinavily 7 4. Yes, thatisso;
and there are a good many of them in the Neweastle district.
18369. AMr. Lysaght.] I think the recommendation is confined to “ Trains or sets cn engine-planes, or
other self-acting inclines.”
18370. Alr. Robertson.] (). But there are engine-planes worked by endless ropes. He narrows it down,
now, to where the main and tail rope is in operation; and not even then, unless the road is used as a
travelling road in the ordinary sense? .. Then it is not required.
18371. Mr. Lysaght.] ). Do you see any practical difficulty in having this recommendation carried out ?
4. The expense must be nominal. It would be only the first cost of the lamps and the oil.
18372. ¢. Recommendation No. 23— That a clause be inserted in the Act whereby better sanitary
arrangements should be adopted in all mincs where workmen are employed.” What would you suggest
under that? .. 1 am not prepared to suggest anything; because the reasons given at the time did not
meet with my approval, and I did not trouble about it.  There are times in a mine, especially when it is
opening up new sections, when a nuisance may be created; but, as a rule, it does not necessarily follow.
But they do not make any necessary arrangements then. Tor instance, a pit might have ten or twelre
narrow places geing away and no sanitary arrangements whatever in the mine; and it is too much trouble
to haul men fo the surface ; T think, under those conditions, there should be some arrangements made.
18373. Mr. Robertson.] (). But is it not a fact that, when thke men have the opportunity of abating the
nuisance, plenty of slack and dust about, they refuse, and will not take the trouble; and they have it on
the windward side of them, and work away contentedly. They do not even make little holes and cover
itup? 4. I have secn instances of that kind.
18374. (. In nine cases out of ten it is within the power of the miner to abate the nuisance I refer to?
4. Not in the places I refer to. I think, generally speaking, he could ; but, in a new mine, arrangements
of some kind should be made. T think you will admit that yourself.
18375. (. Well, it is a nuisance, I admit, in a new mine; but the question is how is it to be done; itis a
very difficult thing to arrange? 4. I know it is.
18376. AMr. Lysaght.] (). You have no suggestion to make on that? . T have none whatever. The others
may.
18377. @. Recommendation No. 24— That, in our opinion, the management of a mine should not
mterfere with the right of an employee to go out of a mine when he deems fit”? 4. That is a very
necessary thing, I believe, legally, the miner has a right to claim it now. In a good many mines, the
men are restricted by regulations from getting up (to the surface) except at a certain time of the day.
Now, there are cases continually cropping up where men would like to get home, and they cannot. I
can give you an illustration. 1 had occasion to travel up in the cage in one mine—there were only
myself and the check inspector. Six other men got in the cage with us to go up; but they were ordered
out, although the same drawing would have carried the whole of them to the pit top. In many cases 1
have heard of men being stopped from going home when there was no necessity for them to bein the
pit. I believe it will be admitted by Mr. Robertson that, even in the best regulated collieries, the pit
gets in a fix sometimes, and the men do not get their work away ; two men work in a place, and there is
no necessity for the two of them there; perhaps, in a particular heading, one man could go away from
each place; and they have done it, and have been refused the right to go to the surface. Even if, by the
men going home, they interfered with the output of the colliery, the Manager has a legal remedy against
them now, and can prosccute them and make them pay for it ; and I do not sce why a man’s right should
be interfered with, his right to go home at any time.
16835 20—4 B 18378.
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18378. Mr. Robertson.] ). You claim that the men ought to be a law to themselves as to how long they
will work ; that they ought to have the power to ascend in the middle of the winding, no matter whether
for a reasonable cause or not? 4. Yes. I claim that, if the cage will carry ten men, they ought to be
allowed to go. I consider that the few seconds it takes to run ten, or twelve, or twenty men to the
surface is a mere nothing to the day’s output, in comparison with keeping the men there when they have
nothing to do and are not paid for the time they are kept there.

18379. . T understand that it is the practice to allow men to ascend when they can show some reasonable
cause: sickness goes without saying ? . Y came across a colliery the other day where a man was prepared
to go down to work for half a day; he had business that, practically speaking, compelled him to be at
home in the afternoon; and he asked the Manager if he could get up at a certain time; and the Manager
said “ No, you cannot”; and the man had to go home again. He had to lose his day’s work, because, if
he had been in, he and his mate would have managed to get the day’s work out between them.

18380. . I have certainly had no experience of a case of that kind, of a man having inade a reasonable
request and been refused; but I certainly would object to the men being allowed to come up the shaft
whenever they thought fit. Tt would end all discipline if they were to be a law to themselves? 4. Then
you evidently assume that men will go down the pit and knock off any time to come out.

18381. (. They will? .. A man is there to get his livelihood ; and, unless he has a good reason, he will
not come cut.

18382, Mr. Robertson.] They will come out for a very trivial cause somelimes.

18383. Alr. Bruce Smith.] Your Honor, is not this a condition of labour of the miners that should be
settled by the Arbitration Court ?

18384, His Honor.] It hardly touches the question of safety.

18885. Mr. Lysaght.] I am putting it in that way. The men should not be kept down a mine where
there is a danger.

18386. Mr. Robertson.] Do you mean to say that a man would be kept where there was any danger ?
18387. Mr. Lysaght.] I do not say any conscions danger. There is always danger in a mine ; and it is
quite unreasonable to keep a man there. I quite agree with what Mr. Bruce Smith says, that this is
scarcely a matter for the Commission ; but I put that as a recommendation conducive to the general safety
of the workmen. )

18388. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Your Honor sees that the Southern miners have not suggested this at all ; and,
with regard to the Northern miners, the Arbitration Court is about to sit there for some time, and this
question may be raised there. The same thing applies to the sanitary arrangements,

18389. Mr. Wade.] This question has been dealt with by the Arbitration Court in the Southern mines ;
and it has been decided that a man cannot leave his work without reasonable cause.

18390. Witness.] 1t is a remarkable thing that in places where the men can walk out of the mine there
is no trouble at all.

18391. Mr. Wade.] You cannot catch them.

18392. Witness.] A man cannot wallk by his station without being seen. And there is that case which I
referred 1o, where it went even beyond discipline, and might be put down as petty tyranny. We had
got into the cage, which would carry ten men ; and there was enough time wasted to get those men out
debating the business to have run two or three more runs of coal; but those men had to get out and
stay in the mine. ,

18393. Alr. Robertson.] (. When the men walk out of a tummel there is no danger ; that is to say, they
do not come into contact with the hauling arrangements, the winding arrangements? 4. Certainly.
1839+, ¢. And they do not interrupt the winding or the hauling? A, No.

18395. ©. When you ascend the shaft it is probably working at high pressure, and you do interfere with
the output ? 4. It is so immaterial that it makes no difference.

18396. (. That is a matter of opinion. A colliery may be working at high pressure, and if the men may
ride up and down whenever they think fit, it may considerably influence the output. Surely yon can say
whether it would or would not reduce the output? 4. I cannot imagine the conditions when it would.
18397. . Is not every stage a loss of output when the mine is working at high pressure? 4. Yes; but
_ it is so nominal that it can hardly affect it.

18398. Q. It depends how often 1t is used. 'Will you admit that when one cage is winding men a cage of
coal is lost ? 4. Yes.

18399. . And if there arc twenty, there would be twenty cages of coallost? . Yes, if youcould keep the
pit working at that rate. .

18400. ). Then if the men come out during the working hours they, to a certain cxtent, incur more
danger than when they come up the shaft when the hauling and winding arrangements are suspended ?
4. T do not see that that necessarily follows.

18401. @. Does not it necessarily follow that, when men come up to the shaft, and there is no hauling on,
aud the cage is prepared for winding men, there is very much less danger than when they come out
during winding hours? . I never saw a mine yet where the men were rot at the pit bottom before she
ceased to wind coal. In the majority of mines that does not apply at all.

18402. . Do not you see that there is extra danger when the men come out during winding hours?
4. Tt is done every day.

18403. ©. At all events, you want to be a law to yourselves? 4. No. The conditions you arsume are
almost impossible, because the men do not come out in the way you say, for a matter of twenty cages to
be used ; but it is certainly possible that two or three cages might be used in the day, aud that the
difference in the output would be only nominal—nothing at all. It will, in all probability, cause a lot
of friction in the State; because the men are determined to enforce their right if it is legal, and they
have got an opinion to the effect that they cannot he stopped at all; and, if it comes to extremes, the
c%lmnces are that you will have to run the cage up for one man. You have no right to keep a man down
there.

18404. Mr. Robertson.] (). Then, according to that, if a man were sick we would have the right to refuse
him the power to come up unless there were ten men who wanted to come up? 4. You could refuse
that power if you could refuse it reagonably ; but a man who would refuse a sick man the right to come
up would not do it the second time.

18405,
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18105, . Is it not reasonable that the men should only have the right to ascend if they have reasonable
cause? 4. T am assumiug all the time that the men have reasonable cause. 1 cannot see that the men
would come up in the way you put it. I cannot imagine a condition of things like that.
18406. (). Unfortunately, we have oceasion to look at things from a different point of view from that of
the miner ; and we do find that the miners do come up witlout any reasonable cause at all? 4, Youare
talking about 1 per cent. of the total number. You would not get ten men like that; and you could
refusc him if you think he has not reasonable cause. If the men find they have a legal claim, they will
push it to an extreme.
18407. M. Bruce Smith.] Docs not your Honor think it would be better to limit this question, as far as
this Commission is concerned, to the right of the men to come up to the surface if they have the right to
come out of the mine; und leave that to the Arbitration Court. .
18108, His Honor.] As far as that goes, a miner must have his personal right to be in any place that he
wishes to be in. 1f he break his contract by ceasing work, when, by contract, he ought to be working,
then he may be puunished, by statute, or he may be sued for that breach of contract ; but his personal
right to be where lie wishes to be cannot be interfered with.
18409. Mr. Bruce Smith.] But I submit that this Court will not go into the question as to whether it is
desirable for men to leave work at any time.
18410. Ilis Honor.] No.
13411, Myr. Bruce Smith.] But that question is being discussed between Mr. Robertson and the witness ;
and, if Your Honor will look at the wording of the Commission, neither the question of providing sanitary
arrangements in the mine, nor that of whether the men have the right to come out of the mine at any
time, when there is nothing abnormal in the condition of the mine to render it necessary, comes under
the Commission. This has nothing to do with the safety of the men.
18412, Ilis Honor.] I think vou are right there.
18413, Mr. Bruce Smith.] 1f the Commission deal with it, it will mean that, by-and-bye, the attention of
other witnesses will have to be directed to Mr. Bower's reasoning. His evidence on these two questions
has occupied riearly three-quarters of an hour; and if those two matters are to be drawn in, and the
evidence has to be answered by the Managers, it will mean many more hours. I suggest, therefore, as we
are all desirous of cutting this down to reasonable limits, that the Commission will not go into any ques-
tions that really do not come within its purview.

This is the scope of the Commisston, as read by Mr. Garlick on the opening day:—

Know ye that we . . . do . . . authorise and appoint you . . . tomakea diligentand full inquiry into
the causes of the explosion that recently occurred at the Mount Kembla Colliery . . . . and also to investigate all
the surrounding circumstances, in order to ascertain whether blame attaches to any persons or persons .o
and, further, to make any recommendation affecting the general management, especially the ventilation, of collieries ; and
to offer any suggestions which you may deem advisable for the amendment of the law relating to the working of coal-
mines ; especially with regard to the treatment of coal-dust, the prevention of the accumulation of dangerous gases, and the
nse of safety-lamps and explosives.

18414, His Honor.] You suggest, and I think you are right in suggesting, that that does not cast upon

the Commission the duty, nor give the Commission the right incidental to the duty, of inquiring into

everything that may in any way possibly affect the coal-mine; but it tends to limit the scope of the

inquiry to those questions which deal with physical safety in relation to coal-mines, and more especially

in relation to the danger from explosions. I think, therefore, that we must draw the line there.

18115. AMr. Bruce Smith.] I think that argument is accentuated by the fact that another tribunal is in

existenco at the present time which was specially created by Act of Parliamnent to enter into the considera-

tion of all these conditions of labour, a specially-qualified tribunal: and that the miners of Newcastle,

who are bringing this up, now have kindred questions before that Court, to which they might make an

addition, and have these matters discussed there,

18416. Mr. Lysaght.] 1 have already said that I do not propose to carry the matter any further. I would

not propose to ask the subsequent witnesses any questions regarding the last recommendation, No. 24. 1

quite expected that, except on thie principle that there might be a danger always present in a mine, I

could not bring this within the scope of the Commission.

18417. His Honor.] It is too remote.

18418. M. Bruce Smith.] I take it, Your Honor, that the Commission will not go further into those two

questions; so that it will not be necessary to prepare any evidence upon them ?

i8119. His Honor.] 1t appears to me and my colleagues that they are just beyond the edge of the scope

of the Commission.

18420. Mr. Lysaght.] Q. I understand you want to say something regarding the practice of stowing refuse in

the working bords, as being an objectionable practice? 4. There 1s a practice in existence in some mines

that, I think, should be prohibited, if possible; that is, in narrow work, winning work, prospecting places,

they have a habit of stowing the refuse behind the brattice in the airway; and it has a tendency to

interferc with the ventilation considerably. I think that should be strictly prohibited in narrow work.

T do not think it needs many reasons to be advanced why ; because, I think, that the fact that it inter-

feres with the ventilation should be a sufficient reason to get a prohibition against any Manager who

allows it.

18121, . Have you observed that during your check inspections ? 4. Yes, in many places.

18422, (). And, in your opinion, had that an effect on the air circulating? .. Yes, it made considerable

friction and interfered with the power of the air-current altogether.

18423, (). Would there be any practical difficuities in having this refuse removed? 4. None whatever ;

because it 1s generally removed altogether after a time.

18424, My, Robertson.] (). There is the expense ? 4. I donot see where it saves expense very much ; because

when a man has a skip of refuse he might as well fill it, as the Manager sends 1n a body of men to fill it

after they have run in a cut-through.

18425, (). Just so; but sometimes it is not necessary to fillit? .. My cxperience leads me to believe

that, where it is stowed behind brattice, it must always have a bad effect on the ventilation.

18426. . Assuming that is so, if sufficient ventilation is got at the face notwithstanding that obstruction,

how does it concern the miner ? A. I see. Well, it docs affect it in places that I know ; at least, I believe

that it does. Yor |instance, if there is a pair of winning headings, and one of these headings is the
main



561

Vitness-—W, Bower, 19 February, 1973,

main intake split for the men, and you take the air up the solid heading, and you find it pinned tight
with refuse and Lrattice, will not that have an cffect on the air current?

18127. Q. It docs not require any argument to show that refuse is an obstruction to the air; but is not
that a matter for the discretion of the Manager, if sufficient ventilation is secured, notwithstanding that
obstruction—if that is so, how does it concern the miner ? 4. Yes, in some cases, though, it would improve
the ventilation. T do not see why vou should limit vourself altogether to the necessary amount that is
required, when the same power, with a little bit of trouble, would give better ventilation. Why is it
necessary that a miner should only breathe the esact quantity, or the minimum guantity, when you can
give him 200 or 3C0 feet extra ?

18428. Q. But it does not follew that, even with the obstruction you refer to, you will get only the
necessary quantity. You might get ten times the necessary quantity.

18420, Alr. Lystght.] There is another reason—the danger that might arise from this rubbish,

18430, Mr. Robertson.] What danger? .

18431, Alr. Lysaght.] There might te a risk of fire or of gas arising from that rubbish, or slack.

18432, Mr. Robertson.] Then do you suggest that all refuse should be taken out of the mine ?

18183, Mr. Lysaght.] Not impractieably. Mr. Bower says the refuse is allowed to stop there, and men
are sent in afrerwards to take it out.

18434, Ay, Robertson.] Is not that a matter for the Manager, and, if he complies with the general rule
of the Act which says that full ventilation shall be provided, how does it concern the miner?

18435, AMr. Lysaght.] That is a matter, with all respect, for the Commission to consider. I am putting
the suggestion before them from Mr. Bower. :

18436. (). Do you consider there is a danger latent in having this accumulation of refuse? 4. Tt is
possible ; admitting that the air travelled the other way to the way I illustrated, these places would be
getting the last of the air, and the places might be dangerous; but Mr. Robertson claims that it should be
left to the Manager's diseretion. Well, T claim that T have a perfect right to complain about it; and 1
have eomplained about it, too, iu my reports. Of course, I have not scen the Government Inspectors’
reports, and I do not know whether they complained about it.

18137, AMr. Roberison.] . Did youcomplain about the ventilation? . I complained about its interfering
with the ventilation.

18438. (). At the place you complained of, was the ventilation sufficient? 4. There was sufficient to
zomply with the mimimum quantity at the last of the split. .

18439. (. Apart from the minimum quantity, was there any defect in the ventilation ? 4. T have found
fault with the place that I refer to, that the ventilation was not adequate, in my opinion; but I am not
allowed to express my opinion—that is for the Government Inspector to do.

18440. Q. If you thought that the ventilation was defective, and that the ventilation could have been
improved by the removal of this refuse, you had a perfect right to say so; but if the ventilation supplied
is in compliance with this Act, even though there may be an obstruction of refuse behind the brattice, I
really do not sce that it has anything to do with the miner? 4.1 see.

18441, Ar. Lysaght.] (). Do I understand that you think that the Manager should not have the right 1o
allow any refuse to accumulate and cause danger any more than he should have the right to allowanything
else to accumulate ? 4. Yes, in narrow work.

18442. . Now, I understand you desire to say something absut General Managers interfering with the
Managers of the mines, who are responsible ? 4. 1 am afraid it will hardly come within the scope of this
Commission either.

18143, (. Well, the Commission have to make recommendations for the better management of collieries,
if possible ? 4. 1t is a case that came under my notice, to this effect. There was one General Manager
controlling three Colliery Managers direct. These three certificated men were, certainly, the men
responsible under the Act for carrving out their duties; but, in this particular case, they had to take
their instructions directly from the Gieneral Manager as to the working of their mines; and, in one in
particular, it came under my rotice that, although a fan was lying on the ground—T{ Interrupted].

18444, My, Wade | @. Might 1 ask if Mr. Bower got this from the General Manager, or from one of the
Managers of the mmes 2 4, T had this information from one of the Managers in question. The only
reason that I bring this up is that a fan that shon'd have been erected some six or seven months ago, to
ventilate that mine. is not erected yet; and the Manager’s complaint is that he could not get the money
to erect it, or could not get the orders to put it up. I believe it is in course of erection now.

18415, Mr. Ritchie] ¢. Do T understund that the Manager considered that the fan should be erected ¥
4. He expressed strongly to me the wish to get the fan erected. The only ventilation they had was
natural ventilation, assisted by a steam jet in the upeast shaft; and, during the last six months, a con-
siderable number wore of men have boen employed; and, the last time I was in, I found the mine
anything bnt adequately ventilated.

18416. . And I understand yvou to say that vou were informed that the General Manager had —7?
4. Had stood in the way of getting the fan ercefed all this time,

18447. Alr. Rolertson.] Q. The General Manager did? 4. Yes.

18418, (). Have you any proof that he did ?

18440, Lis Llonor.] T do not see that this is a matter which this Commission could take cognisance of ;
becausa, after all. the Manager mizht have a strong opinion with regard to any improvement, and the
owner of the colliery, or the directors of the Company, might block him just as much as an intermediate
General Manager would block him.

18450, AMr. Bruce Smith.] This question came up at the inquest; and it appeared to me then to be very
important, because it was shown that, although Mr. Rogers was the Manager of Mount Kembla Mine,
he really had no power whatever of spendinz money without consu'ting somebody else who was over him,
and who was less responsible than he was. Ile said he had no power to spend money without referring
to somebody etse. It scemed to me to become a very important thing to clearly ascertain how far a
Manager’s operations, as a responsible person, are to be curtailed by somebody else in the background
called an agent or a general manager, who may not have the direct responsibihty upon him, and yet may
possess the power of checking the free play of the Manager’s own ideas upon management, and thus
throw responsibility upon the Manager. 1 think Mr. Rogers was examined with regard to the provision
of sufficient safety-lamps for the mine; avd T think he said he had no power to buy them without the
permission of some person. 18451.
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1St51. AMr. Wade.] No. T think ho said that he could use his own diseretion in spending nioney for
ordinary purposes, but for extraordinary purposes he had to consult someone. o
18452, His Honor.] Is it suggested then that it comes to tihis, that the Manager appointel within the
provisions of the Act is practically a dummy in some cascs ?
184533, AMLr. Lysaght.] That is it. 2
1858, Mr. Bruce Smith.] 1 do not indulge in any such extreme langnage as that at all.
1g455. His Honor.] Is that what is suggested by the question?
18156, Mr. Bruce Smitk.] That way be snggested ; but what T want to put is that this is a matier which
" the Commission might take into consideration—whether a Manager, being made responsible for some act
of commission or omission, should be under the direct control in expenditure of somebody outside who
does not share his responsibility.
18157. I/s Henor.] Tne difficulty is that he always must be under the control of the proprietor, surely.
18458. M. Bruce Smith.] T am not submitting this as a proposition ; but all T am contendiny fur is that
it is a question that it might be important for the Commission to take into consideration, if anybody is
prepaved to offer evidence on it.  Your Honor secs that the Manager has a certificate ; the agent need
not have a certificate at all.  Therefore, the Manager who is directly responsible for a disaster of this
kind may have taken from him his ouly means of livelihood, his certificate. At the same time he may
have been in the position—I do rot suggest he was— of a man who is called vpon to do something, but
gars, I am handeuffed ; I have no power of expenditure.” It might be that the Manager saw a certain
thing to be necessary, but had not the power to incur the expenditure, and did not like, lest he should
incur the displeasure of the man immediately over him, to make the suggestion that the cxpenditure
should be incu-red. Ttis a suggestion that I think the Commission cannot shut its eyes to, in order to
sce how these two parties stand one towards the other. Icre is Me. Rogers, who my be deprived of
his eortificate ; and yet there may have been omissions contributing in some way towards this disastor
which, really, indiree'ly, were brouzht about by other people. 1 am making no suggestion that it is a
fact at all.
18459, His Honor ] It may be suggested that legislation should be bronght to bear to prevent the real
Manager of the mine from being s mebody else than the men who may e called the legal manager.
18460, Mr. Wade] That is so now. 1t 1sso under the Act at the present moment.  1le is responsible,
and nobody else. IIcis liable to prosecution.
184GL. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Yes; but the Manager himself may losc his certificate, which is his means of
livelihood ; the other has no certificate to lose. I only suggest that the Commission should consider the
relative positions of these two persons, if any evidence is offered.
18462. His Honor.] 1t all conmes back to this, that it is a snggestion of dummying to a certain extent.
18463. Mr. Robertson.] It scems to me to be a suggestion that the Manager should have the uncontrolled
expenditure of the mine.
181G4. Mr. Bruce Smith.] It only shows the dificulty of putting it into words, to express the cxact
Liberty shade of meaning desired. Words give the gencral colour; but it 18 very dificult to express the
exach shade of meaning.  What 1 mean to say is that the agent need not necessarily have a certificate at
all ; and, therefore, though he may be equally Hable with the Manager for some gross act of omission or
comnission, the Manager may, in addition to that, lose his certifieate. If you look at the Act, seetion 3
says: “ An agent, when used in relation to any mine, means any person appointed as the representative
of the owner in respect of any mine or any part thereof, and, as such, superior to a Manager appointed
in pursuance of this Act”’; and it may happen that a disaster may be directly or indirectly contributed
to by the omission to do something which would have isvolved expenditure.
18465. Mr. Robertson.] By whom?
184586, Afy. Bruce Smith.] By the omission of the proprietor; and yet the Manager, per-onally, though
he sees this want, might not be able, of his own account, although he might think it absolutely necessary,
to incur that expenditure without cousulting his superior, the agent.
18467, Mr. Roberison.] But, supposing there is no General Manager and no agent, ha has his Board of
Directors to go to.
18468. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Then he would go to his Board; and as long as he pointed out- to his Board
in plain language, “ Here is a thing which I consider necessary for the safety of the mine,” and he is
refused, he has always got that to fall back upon.
18469. Alr. Robertson.] Is not that the same with theagent? The agent is only the reprerentative of the
Board.
18470, Mr. Bruce Smith.] 1 hope you do not think I am snegesting any new relation.
18471. Mr. Ritchie.] There was some suggestion of that kiad put forward at the inquest in connection
with the Mount Kembla Colliery.
18472, Mr. Bruce Smith.] 1 am told that Mr. May, in his evidence before this Commission, drew attention
to some provision that was put into the Coal Mines Bill, and cut out by the Royal Commission, which
provision bore upon the relationship of the agent to the Manager. It isa relationship that the Com-
mission, T am quite sure, cannot afford to pass over.
18473. AMr. Robertson.] That was a proposal that the agent should give written instructions to his Manager ;
a most absurd thing, a preposterous idea.
18474, My, Wade.] 1 object to this question being gone in‘o at all; for this reason, that we are not here
to cnter into visionary ideas, and bring forward evidence to meet supposed possibilities, unless the
evidence is disclosed either here or at the Coroner’s Court.  With all respect to Mr. Bruce Smith, he is
entirely mistakan with regird to what took place at the Coroner’s Court.  What took place was that the
question of the relationship between the Manager and the agent was introduced ; I took objection to it;
and it was not pursued any further. Then, Mr. Bruee Smith said, with rezard to the question of safety-
lamps, that Mr. Rogers said he had not the power to order them when he wanted them. Now, it so
happens that it is the very opposite. e said that the safety-lamps came down to Mount Kembla, he
did not ask for them, and he did not think they wanted them ; he was surprised to see them. The question
was asked, ©“ Do you think there is any question of expense arisiug in this question of safety-lamps and
flare-lights ¥’ and he said, “ There is this diffcrence: the safety-lamp«would cost about 10s, and the
flare-lights 1s.”  “T suppose if safety-lamps were used the expense would fall on the Company; the
Company supplied the dezen or eighteen safety-lamps we had before the disaster; they had not been
used ;
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used ; they were sent up by Dr. Robertson, and 1 was surprised to see them, because we did not require
them.” So that, so far as that goes, he made no request for safety-lamps, and he had not been refused
them I have read through this as far as T could, and I say that Mr. Rogers gave no evidence of that
kind. T take the general objection on these grounds, that the mine Manager is there for one purpose—
to manage the colliery, with regard to the safety of the workmen employed, with regard to the interests
of his employers, and to get the best output possible. He has the responsibility cast upon him by the
Act, which says that he shall be responsible for the safety of the men, and which provides penalties for
the breach by him of the general rules and special rules provided for his guidance. T suppose, in every
commercial enterprise, there is somebody in command of the purse over and above the Manager ; there is
always a Board, or somebody who holds the purse-strings, and is independent, and in that sense must
control the management of the colliery itself. It seems to me that the inquiry is absolutely futile on
these lines, because, whatever Mr. Rogers may wish, no matter whether it is an agent above him, or a
Board of Directors, or a Managing Director, if he wants money for the ordinary purposes of the mine he
<has the right to spend it; but if he wants money for extraordinary purpoeses he has to consult the person
who holds the purse ; and nothing brought before this Commission would, I submit, cause them to alter
the position between ths person who manages the mine and the person who holds the money.

18475, Mr. Bruce Smith.] T do not know whether that question is before the Commission now.

18476. His Honor.] It is doubtful whether it is within the scope of the Commission, or whether, in the
suggestion ifself, there is anything so tangible that the Commission can get hold of it.

18477. Mr. Bruce Smith.] These are two totally different propositions. 1 can understand Mr. Wade’s
saying that the evidence which a witness is seeking to give 1s so flimsy that it really cannot be considered
as evidence.

18478, Mr. Wade.] 1 did not say that.

18479. His Honor.] That is not what I meant by saying, ¢ whether there is anything to get hold of ”: I
did not mean to allude to that. T meant to allude to the suggestion itself, which is, that the Legislature
should be asked to come in in some peculiar way between the Manager of a mine and the proprietor, to
prevent the proprietor’s having the right to interpose between himself and the Manager any other
mtermediary.

18480. Mr. Biuce Smith.] 1 do not put that proposition.

18481. His Honor.] Well, what is it, then?

18482. Mr. Bruce Smith.] All I am contending for at the present time is that, not only have the Com-
mission power to consider the relationship between the agent and the Manager, but that it is directly
within the scope of the Commission under these words: “ Further, to make any recommendation affecting
the general management of the mine.” Suppose the evidence that may be forthcoming went to show
that the relationship between the agent and the Manager was such that the Manager had not the freedom
of action that he ought to have, as a responsible person, surely it would be within the scope of the Com-
mission to consider the relationship, as to whether it ought not to be altered; because, whilst the Manager
is the Manager, there is a man over him who has a greater power of management than he has; and,
therefore, it distinctly comes in, as part of the administrative machinery of the mine which the Commission
might think is so ordered as to conduce towards the possibility of danger. That is so much, as to the
general proposition.  Now, with regard to Mr. Wade, I have some recollection of asking a question in
cross-examination.  Mv. Wade has not read anything from cross-examination at all, He has read some-
thing from the examination by the Coroner.

18483. Mr. Wade.] That is all I could find,

18481, Al». Bruce Smith.] 1 bave found something else. The Coroner asked some questions in
re-examinatioi on my eross-examination which I have not found yet; but I find, at the foot of the page,
this, that the Manager said: “ I can act at all times for the safety of the mine without consnlting Dr.
Robertson ; I always consult Dr. Robertson before I purchase anything required at the mine.” It was
that answer which suggested to me that there might be a condition of things under which the Manager,
who was primarily responsible, was curtailed where a question was a matter of urgercy; because an
agent very often is the agent for several mines. Take the case of Dr, Robertson: he is the agent for
mines in Newecastle, and he is the agent for mines on the South Coast. He may be up in Newcastle
busily employed, and some great emergency may arise in the Kembla Mine which will involve expenditure.
Well, it surely is au element in the safe management of a mine that in a case of that sort the Manager
should not have to consult the agent, where an emergency arises. All I am contending for at present—
and I reiterate it—1is that it is a question of which the Commission cannot say, *“ We will not go into it.”
18485 Alr. Lysaght.] I tender this evidence on this, that the Commission may see fit to suggest to the
Legislature that such persons as viewers or agents should be prohibited from giving any directions to the
Manager which may at all result in precautions, which the Manager deems necessary to take, not being
taken ; and it should be made a penal offence for either a viewer or agent to.give such a direction. And,
further, all directions given by these agents, viewers, or Greneral Managers regarding the safety conditions
of the mive, which may affect the safety of the workmen, should be put in writing, so that they would be
on record to fix the responsibility if anything should happen.

18486. Q. I think that 1s what you suggest, Mr. Bower? 4. Yes. v

18487, Ay, Lysaght.] The suggestion is that the directions which the agent, or General Manager, or
viewer may give should be put in writing to his Manager, and thereafter be available; and that such an
absolutely irresponsible person should be prohibited directly from giving directions which may affect the
safety of the mine or of the workmen. I might point out that on page 42 of the evidence (Inquest)
Mr. Rodgers admitted this:—

I do not know who is the agent for the Mount Kembla Colliery ; I believe there is an agent ; I have never heard
who the agent is; I have never inquired; if I wanted to know whether I conld incur certain expenditure, T would commu-
nicate first of all with Dr. Robertson. .
Now, he did not know who the agent was; aud apparently Dr. Robertson is some person, as far as the
Mount Kembla Company is concerned, absolutely irresponsible ; but Mr. Rogers had to refer to him.
18488, Mr. Wade.] That is not the evidence at all. The evidence is that he acts on his own responsibility
if he thinks it necessary. '

18489. His Honor.] It is not a question of the relation in which Mr. Rogers stood to Dr. Robertson or
anybody else. i
: 18490.
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18490. Mr. Lysaght.] With that illustration before the Commission, and with the illustration given by
Mr. Bower, where the Manager was prevente | from putting up a fan, although he thought it necessary,
by the General Manager, who was not responsible, T submit that it is a matter for the serious consideration
of the Commission, as to whether they shall suggest 1o the Legislature some limitation as to the directions
which may be given by these people; and that any direction that they may give should be put in writing.
18491. Ar. Robertson.] Do you mean to say that, if a Manager thought necessary to incur certain
expenditure, that expenditure must be incurred whether the directors thought it necessary or not ?
18492, Ar. Lysaght.] Yes.

18493. Mr. Robertson.] But, if the Manager does mnot feel satisfied with his position, under those
circumstances he shonld resign.

IS4, M. Lysaght.] Yes; but that does not help the men, Mr. Robertson,

18495, Alr. Robertson ] 1le could withdraw the men if he thought the mine was dangerous.

18496. AMr. Lysaght.] Yes; but I submit that, if the directors prevented tlie Manager from carrying out
a recommendation for the safety of the workimnen, it would be a criminal action on the part of the
directors,

18497, Mr. Roberison.] Then you would make the Manager superior to his directors.

18498, Mr. Lysaght.] Superior, so far as the safety of his workmen is concerned, becaunse he knows the
danger and they do not. I submit with all respect that it is a matter in which the Manager should be
absolute ; and that the directors should either aiopt his suggestions, where they are essential to the
safety of the mine and the men, or not attempt to carry on the mine at all.

18499. Ilis Honor.] After all, it all comes back to this, whether or not the Legislature ought to be asked
to interfere, in the interests ¢f the miners, between the Manager and the proprietor, and to give the
Manager some specific powers which may over-ride or ignore the primary rights of the proprietor. That
really secms to be the simplest form of the question that I ean think of ; because it cannot possibly be
suggested, as a matter of common sense, that it is possible to limit tke right of a proprietor to employ an
agent, and for that agent to deal immediately with the Manager. From the nature of the case it cannot
be suggested that that right can be limited. Take an instance : the proprietor may be an old lady living
in England.  Well, surely she has got a right, and no legislature would think of interfering with her
right, to appoint a Manager for the whole of her property in New South Wales, and to give that Manager
any unlimited powers which she thinks proper to give in connection with the management of her property.
So that the intervention of the agent cannot be dealt with: but, when it comes to the question of the
proteciion of the miners, then the question is whether or not the Legislature ought to protect in some
way the real Manager of the mine, the Manager dealt with by the Act, in relation to his management, no
matter whether it is against the proprietor, or against the agent, or against any other person who happens
to be a person who has the disposal of the money with which the mine is to be managed. Well, that does
seem to me to be a question, which, probably, this Commission would have the right to entertain.

18500. Mr. Lysaght.] There are what are called “viewers” Seemingly, that is all Dr. Robertson was
at Kembla, a viewer, not an agent ; but, under the present Act, there is no recognition of the office of
viewer ; and, therefore, apparently, at Kembla, Dr. Robertson was an absolutely irresponsible person.
18501. His Honor.] There is no definition of the pesition of an agent, except a suggestion that there
may be, and probably wili be, a person standing in the position of agent of the owner of the property.
18502, Afr. Lysaght.] But,in the case of a viewer, his opinion may over-ride the opinion of the Manager,
and it may not be even the wish of his Board of Directors. I suggest that the Legislature would provide
that any directions given by him to the Manager should be placed in writing; and any such direction
which was opposed to the Manager’s idea of what was required for the safety of the mine should be
brought under a penalty.

18503. Ilis Honor.] Tam dealiug with the broad question of whether the position of the Manager in
relation to the proprietor, whether the proprietor aets through an agent or not, shall be dealt with by the
Legislature.

18504, Mr. Bruce Smith.] There would be nothing very novel in that, as stated by your Honor, because
the ordering by the Legislature of the safety-lamps into a mine, if the Manager wishes 1t, is an
interference with the rights of the proprietor.

18505. Iis Honor.] It does appear to me that, looked at in that light, thisis a question which the
Commission may properly go mto.

18507, M»r. Wade.] He has the power now. If he thinks a thing is necessary for safety, and the directors
will not give it to him, he can say “ The men must not work there.”

18508, Ilis Honor.] Then comes in the peculiar question that there are intermediaries who stand in a
rather unusual position to the proprietor. Tt is not ihe mere existence of an agent which would entitle
the Commission to go into the question; it is the position of the Manager in relation to anyoue having
control over him that seems to be material,

18509. Ar. Lysaght.] . Mr. Bower, the objcction which you have stated to the Court as to the power of
tte General Manager over his Manager would be met by the suggestion I have made that all directions
from a General Manager or other irresponsible person to a mine Manager should be put-in writing ?
18510. His Honor.] Here is one of your adjectives, which are coming in continually. You say
“irresponsible.”  But I take it that the agent is responsible to somebody.

18511, Mr Lysaght.] But I have in mind the viewer.

18512. Mr. Bruce Smith.] I admitted that he was equally responsible, eriminally, with the Manager ; but
the Manager has a certificate to lose as well.

18513. My. Lysaght.] (). Anuy person other than the Manager giving directions to the Manager should
p}lllf} those directions in writing? 4. Yes, it would be a safeguard to the miners; there is no doubt about
that,

18514. ¢. And any direction given contrary to what the Manager thought essential to the safety of the
mine should be made an offence? 1. If it was carried out by order, yes. 1If it was only a direction, and
the Manager refused to carry it out, which he might do, then there would be no necessity to write it.
18515. ©. Is there anything clse you wish to say upon that point ? .. No, it is quite sufficiently
ventilated.

18516. ¢). Then, I understand, you also desire to suggest an amendment in General Rule 89, regarding
the appointment of the check-inspector; and you desire the words “ not being mining engineers” struck
out, and the word “working ” before the word “mining” struck out? 4. Yes, 18517,
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18517. . What do you say in support of that ? 4. Well, the wordsin brackets there, “not being mining
engineers,” were objected to by the Northern Employees’ Federation when the Act was passing through
the House They claim that they should have the right,if they thivk fit, to employ an expert in their
interests. I think it is only reasonable that they should. And, as far as the person himself 1s concerned,
azcording ty lezal opinion, I, myself, during the time of the clection, have got to look for work, and to be
actually mining at the time, pending the election. In fact, I was engaged six weeks at the colliery
Iast vear.

18518. (). You thiuk those words, “not being mining engincers,” and the word working,” before the
word “ miner,” should be struck out? 4. Yes.

18519. (. Is therc anything clse you want to say ? 4. No; T think I have fairly covered the ground.

Cross-cxamination by Mr. Wade:—

18520. (). Yesterday afternoon, when you were talking about the black-list, you referred to men being
dismissed at Bast Greta. Those men were not deprived of employment elsewhere. That is what the
black-list means? . They got the reinstatement before they had occasion to go and look for work.
18521. (. And the same Manager took those men back ? 4. Yes, under certain conditions.

18522, (. But he took them back? 4. Yes.

18523. (). It does not matter what the conditions were. You ¢aid those men were dismissed because
they were unionists® . I said distinctly that it was remarkable that they happened to be the three
offcers and the committee of the newly-formed lodge.

18524. (. That is the suggestion you wanted to convey ? 4. Yes.

18525, (. Has not it come to your knowledge that those men wera working under an agreement not to
join the Neweastle Union? 4. Yes, I know it; at least, I have been told it.

18526. (). 1t has come to you officially, has it not? Did you also know this, that they were allowed, if
they thought fit, to join the local union? 4. Exzaetly; T suppose they were. 1 do not know wheter
they were or nof.

18527. Q. You went up there to irquire imto it? 4. Yes, but hearsay has been objected to all along. I
do not know it officially.

18528. . Do you know there was a local union there? 4. No, T do not.

18529, (. Was not this the trouble, that these men, behind the back of the Manager, formed a branch of
the Newecastle Un'on? 4. Yes,

18530. (. And that is why they were dismizsed? A. Yes; but will you allow me to give the reasons ?
Why did the Manager select eleven men out of some hundreds he had there, and allow the others to go
to work, and not these certain men?

18531, . Did not exactly the same question arise at South Greta? 4. No.

18332, (. The introduction of a branch ¢f the Newcastle Uuion? 4. Not that I am aware of.

18533. (). Are you prepared to say that question did not arize? A.I am prepared to say that I am not
aware that the men were discharged for the same thing. :

1853 L. Q. It was for the formation of a brauch of the Newcastle Union there ? 4. There was one formed,
1 believe; but the Manager discharged the men, he said, b cause he did not want them, not because they
joined the union, 1 know that.

18535. (). Were you in Newcastle last week, or the week before, and did not you hear Mr. Carley say,
in the Arbitration Court, that the reason that they were discharged was because they were unlonists ¢
4. T was not there.

18535, . You said to Mr. Lysaght that Mr. Azarian Thomas said that the mine was not safe, and he
could not get a fan? . I did not say that. 1 say there was a fan Iying on the ground there for twelve
months, and it could have been built mn any time during that time; and it is not finished yet.

18537. (. But you did not suggest that there was a danger? 4.1 do suggest in my last report that the
ventilaticn is totally inadequate for the mine.

18338. . Do you suggest there is a danger at the present time ? A. 1 suggest that the men are working
in inadequate ventilation.

18339. (. Is there a danger ?  A. Tt is dangerous tv health.

18510, (). 1f they live long enough ? 4. They will live as long as they have fresh air,

18511. Q. With regard to the appoiniment of Insjecctors, do you wish, under any circumstances, that the
miners should have the power to recommend? 4. Yes; 1 do not see how there could be any harm in it.
18512. (. And would you give them the power to insist on the recommendation, to press it home? A.1
would give them all the power possible to get their nominees appointed, or sullicient cause shown why an
appointment should not be made on the recommerdation.

18513, (. Then, if an objection is made to the recommendation, you would give the miners power to still
press their recommendation ? 4. If the objection taken was a reasonable one, I would not ask to go any
further. :

18544 (. If the miners thought the objection was not reasonable, would yon still give them the power to
press it further ? 4. Yes; to press it as far as they could.

165545, (. Whom would they prass? 4. They would ask the Minister for his reasons.

18516, (. Still to press the Minister? 4. Yes.

18517. . Aud if the Minister declines to yield to the pressing ? A, We would have to take a back seat
or else go to the Government.

18518, (). What ave you going to doif the owners recommend a man? 4. We have no objection whatever;
they can use their power and influence too.

18549. (. If their rccommendation of their man does not suit the miners? . The miners are in this
position, that they have got to nominate experts. They cannot be said to be very selfish in the busine:s.
Itis not ke appointing one of their own number.

18350. .1 did not say a word about selfishness. If you founl that the owners’ rccommendation was
distasteful to you? . We would object to it.

18551, (. You would bring pressure to bear on the Minister to over-ride the owners’ recommendation?
A 1If the owners’ recommendation was a nomination that I approved of, in preference to one nominated
by the miners, I would go for the owners’ nominec; I am speaking personally now,

18552, ). But I am taking the case where you disapprove of the owners’ recommendation? 4. T would
do everything I could to stop its going further. 18553,
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18333. Q. And you would use any influence you could to carry your point? 4. Yes; why should not 1?7
18554 Q. Although the Minister may, in all good faith, have a difference of opinion with you? 4. Well,
then, if he gives his reasons for his opinion, 1 would not do it. If I were satisfied that the Minister’s
reasons were reasonable I would not oppose it.

18555. . You want two things: you want to be satisfied yourself of the validity of his objection and of
his bond fides too? A. Yes; 1f the proprietors were satisfied, I would be satisfied. They coulld use the
same means that I could use.

18556. @. You would not be content with the Minister's disagreeing with you, although you knew his
disagreement was in absolutely good faith? 4. No; I do notsay that. It the Minister gave good reasons
for his objections to our nominee, as far as I was concerned, I would absolutely fall in.

18557. . That is not the question I asked you? . But I am going to express myself in the way I think
fit.

18358. @. I ask you this: if you do not agree with the Minister’s objection, but you are satisfied in your
own mind that it is perfectly bond./fide, you would still foree him to take your view? 4. 1f it was bond-
Jide, T would not; if I disapproved of his reasons, I would certainly use all the influence I could to get
my nominee pushed forward.

18559. Q. Whether the Minister was acting in good faith or not? . Yes; although an alternative idea
has been suggested here that T approve of ; and, to go further into the matter, I would tell you that in
the beginning, when that recommendation was made, I believed in a competitive examination.

18560. . Would you confine it to an examination on paper alone ? 4. Of course, the amount of experience
a man had should be taken into consideration beyond that. You do not want the examiners to travel
round the mine with a man to see what his practical knowledge is, surely.

18561. Q. Then you are content to have it removed entirely from political influence ? 4. That is what 1
would like to see.

18562. ¢. In that case you would not ask for the right to recommend your own man ? A. I do not suppose
they would press it if it were entirely free from political influence, although I do not seeany harm in their
having the power to nominate, because their health is, practically speaking, in the hands of those men.
18563. Q. What is the good of the power of nomination if youcannot enforceit? 4. You cannotenforce
any nowmination, as far as I know,

18564, . You said you would try? 4. I sald T would try; but there is a difference between trying and
being able to. ’
18565. . But if it is put in the hands of a non-political Board, would you still claim the right to try and
force ou that Board your nominee ? .. No.

18566, (. Now, with regard to these manholes; in the first place, how many collieries are there in the
Newcastle District that are working with a main rope on a road which is also the travelling road 7 A, A
dozen or more, perhaps twenty.

18567. (. They have the main road for haulage, and the haulage road is also the travelling road? . 1
daresay there are twenty. 1 could not name them from memory.

185G8. . Ilow far apart are these manholes in these haulage roads? ., T think they comply with the
Act; 10 yards. :
18569. . Do you mean to say that a man ecoming out of a mine and looking for a refuge would not be
able to find a hole within 1) yards ? 4. He would he able to find a hole under 10 yards.

18570. (. \Without any trouble at all? . That is a different thing; where they are whitewashed, he
would have no trouble.

18571. ). The farthest distance he would be away from a manhole would be 5 yards? . Yex,

18572, . And yet you would want the whitewash to enable him to find the manhole ? 4. Yes; he might
go right past it.

18573. . 1f it is a dusty road, it would probably destroy the marks of the whitewash? 4. No.

18574, @. If the road was dusty, how long do you think the whitewash would show ? 4. Ior two or
three years it would leave a distinetive mark.

18575. . Although it is dusty—although the dust is so thick that you could not see the manhole without
the whitewash ? 4. No, I do not say he could not see without the whitewash ; but the difliculty is that
a man earrying a naked flare in a mine like that could not see it, because all his attention is being taken
by the light. )

18576. (). You say, although he was only 5 yards away, he could not see it? 4. e could not see it
unless he was right opposite it, and watching tor it. .

18577. . And you say that the whitewash in a main rod would stand for years? 4. Yes, they do stand
1t ; I have seen them stand it.

18578, ¢. On a dusty road? A, Yes, on a dusty road.

18579, . What do you want the travelling road 0 feet high for? A. For comfort; and,as it is generally
used as an airway, it is all the better for being a bit high. ,

18580. . Do you think the difference between 4 feet 6 inches and 6 feet would make much difference in
the ventilation ? 4. Yes, it makes a great difference.

18581. @. And could not that be remedied by having sufficient appliances—cannot you ventilate a mine
just as well if it is 4 feet 6 inches in the airways asif it is 6 feet? 4.1 will tell you what it is

[ Interrupted].

18582. (. Can you do it? 4. You can air it with width as well as height.

18583. (). Then, whatever the height is, or whatever the width is, does not the ventilation depend on the
power you apply to it ? 4. I suppose it does. Do not ask me expert questions.

18584, . You can answer that, can you not? .. It depends on the pressure, certainly.

18585. (). So that what you want the extra height for is for convenience in walking? 4. Yes, it would
be more comfortable {0 walk.

18586. (). Have you any idea what it would cost to brush down the stene? 4. T do not know that it is
done in the district.

18587. . I ask you if you know what the cost is? 4. No.

18588. (). You have no idea what the cost per yard of brushing down the stone is? 4. 1f I had to pat in
a contract for it, I daresay I could work out the cost.

16825 20—4C 18589.
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18589. Q. Can you give us now any idea what the cost is? 4. T could not tell you; it would depend
upon the conditions.
18590. @. Take an ordinary roof in the Newcastle Distriet? 4. Well, I know some of thera that it would
pay very well to brush. They would get profit out of it. The most difficult mine to brush in the
Newecastle District is done 6 feet.
18591, @. Can you tell me the price? 4. It would depend on what the roof was composed of, and
whatever the store was.
18592. . Then what you want the road 6 feet high for is for convenience in getting to your work ?
A, Yes; and for getting coal out, and for the horses. But I believe it pays to do that,
18593. . But you have no figufes, and you have made no caleulations? A. No; but I can contrast
some collieries with others,
18394. (. But you have no idea of the figures in connection with Minmi? 4. Ido not know what it costs.
I could easily find out.
18595. . You said that cut-throughs 30 yards apart save the brattice, and you cannot make the brattice
air-tight, as the men bave not time;—is that correct? 4. I mean to say that,if you put the cut-thronghs
every 30 yards, it would not take as much brattice to take the air.
15596, . Did you say that the men have not time to put the brattice up prorerly ? 4. I think under
the present conditions they have not time to put it up absolutely air-tight.
18597. (. Do you think, as a practical man, it should be air-tight? A, I think it would be unrcasonable
to expect it to be air-tight. 7
18598. @ Do you think, as a practical man, it should be air-tight? 4. It would be better if it were
air-tight.
18599, ¢. Do you think it would be an advantage to have a certain amount of air scalingabout the mirc?
4. You do not brattice a mine, generally speaking.
18600-1. . T am taking the mine, generally, first of all;—is it desirable or not to have the air passages
absolutely air-tight, or to allow some air to scale away—to leak, if you like? .. Well, generally
speaking, taking a split of air with old workings behind it, 1t is generally better to have enough air toscale
= little off it to keep the old workings sweet. But we are speaking of two different things. You are
asking me now about the questions that were asked about the working-places.
18602. . You used the expression that the men have not time to make the brattice air-tight ;—do you
think it is necessary to make it air-tight in the working-places ? 4. As air-tight as possible.
18603. . Do yeu mean that they have not time to make it as air-tight as possible ? 4. I mean to say
that, under the ordinary conditions, brattice, in most cases, is hung, avd it is not air-tight. It would be a
very expensive thing to make brattice entirely air-tight.
18604. Q. Did you ever hear of any man who ever tried to make it air-tight ? 4. Yes.
18605. . Where is he now ? 4. The brattice is pub up, and made as near as possible air-tight, where it
is necessary for special work. :
18G06. . What is the speeial work ? 4. Well, in some cases, like this—I will try and explain it to you ;
although I do not know what you are driving at at all. They might have occasion to put in a heading
blind to the boundary, and three or four, or, perhaps, five bords; and the whole of those bords would
depend upon one single brattice to carry the current in. In those cases they have to make it as nearly as
possible air-tight.
18607. @. Is that an exceptional case? 4. Not so exceptional as you might think,
18608. (. Is it an exceptional ease from ordinary mining? 4. No; you will find it in nearly every mine.
18609. @. You may find it in any mine. Is it an exceptional thing to have it in any mine? 4. No, it is
not exceptional; of course, it is not general. )
18610. ¢. Now, I understand you to say that, under ordinary conditions, you cannot measure with the
anemometer the current of air at the face; is that so? 4. Under the ordinary method of bratticing
working places, the current is not strong enough in the air to move the anemometer.
18611. @. That is under the ordinary conditions of a mine? 4. Generally speaking, that is so.
18612. . So that you would want either some instrument very delicate, or some special arrangement of
the brattice, to get sufficient current to measure it at the face? 4. Well, vou could, in all probability,
do it by making the brattice tight at the bord end, and by making a small enough area with the brattice.
18613. . As things are at present you can get quite sulficient indication from the deflection of the light
as to the nature of the current at the face? 4. Where naked lightsareinuse. At least I satisfy myself,
I do not know whether it would satisfy some of them.
18614, @. Is not that a common way of doing it? 4. No.
18615. Q. Have not you seen deputies come in over and over again and put the light behind the brattice ?
4. Noj it is very rare.
18616. . Have not you seen it done? 4. I do not think I recollect even aspecific instance where T have
seen a deputy do even that.
18617. . You have not a good word to say for the deputies? 4.1 have some good friends deputies.
18618. Q. Ard yet they would not take the trouble to do even that; they were too lazy to do their work ?
4. I never said so, and never intended to couvey it.
18619, Q. Then, with regard to the escape shaft, I understand you want a cage big enough to carry how
many men, as & minimum ? . It would depesd upou the number of men in the mine. They are to be
got out in an hour.
18620. @. I am asking you for information ? - 4. [ cannot give it to you; because, if there were only
twenty men in the mine, it would require a cage to draw one man; but in a colliery with 500 men it would
take a larger cage.
18621, @. What would you ask for in that case ? 4. They are asking there that the plant be large enough
to lift the men in an hour.
18622, . Then you would want a cage to carry ten men? 4. Yes,
18623. @. And you wuuld also want corresponding machinery to haul it up, a correspondingly strong rope,
and eorresponding power on top ? 4. Yes,
18624. @. Have you any idea ot the extra cost involved inequipping an escape shaft in that way 7 4. No;
and I have not an idea of the cost of keeping these men down for five or six hours, and they cannot get
out.

18625.
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18625. . Have you any idea whether it costs £20 or £1,000? 4. Tt migh? cost £1,000, and it might not
cost more than £20.

18626. ¢). And you are not content with the cages that they do have in many collieries in the upcast shaft ?
4. No; the appliances are very primitive in many of them.

18627. (. They have appliances there for getting men out? 4. They are compelled to have them by law
but they are so primitive in many cases that I dare say, if there had been reasonable machinery there, the
men would not have thought of asking for more.

18628. Q. You do say that the appliances there do not satisfy you, because they are not sufficiently fast
in winding ? 4. I think they are simply an evasion of the law.

18629. (. And you want these appliances displaced, and expensive ones put in their place? 4. They
should have more expensive ones than they have got, at any rate, better means of getting the men out of
the mine. '

18630. Q. Now, you have made some reference to Seaham, and the safety-lamps ; is not it a fact that the
men refused to have those safety-lamps introduced ? - 4. I said so, yesterday, that they objected to use
thew, but did not refuse them; because they had not the opportunity of refusing them. They were not
asked to take them in.

18631. . They were given the opportunity of saying whether they would consent to it? 4. They had
nothing whatever to do with it. The men took them as soon as ever they were given to them.

18f632. . Do you mean to say the men made no objection toit? 4. They objected ; but they did not
refuse. 4

18633. . They made an objection to using them ? 4. They said they did not think they were necessary.
18634. ¢. And, in consequence, the Manager did not force them upon them for the time-being? 4. The
Manager, as soon as he got the lamps and the lamp-rooms ready, gave them to the miners, and they took
them.

13635, @. And did not the Manager of Seaham put to the miners a proposition as to whether they would
have safety-lamps some considerable time before they were introduced ? 4. I do not think so.

18636. . Did he give them no notice? 4. The Manager simply gave the men the lamps when he was
ready to give them to them; and the men took them. .

18637. (. Do you mean t7 say the men did not get notice? 4. I mean to say it was common talk that
they were going to be introduced ; they saw the lamps there, and they knew they were going to be used ;
but I do say that the Manager did not say to them, © Will you take the lamps if I get them ¥”

18633. . I did not say he put it in that way ? 4. Which way did he put it?

15639. . Did he tell them he was going to get the Jamps? 4. Ido not know whether he made an official
statement.

18610, ). Did he make a statement, official or unofficial ? 4. e told me.

18641, ¢. Did he tell the miners? 4.1 do not know; he told me.

18642, . Did the men object to it? 4. I say they carried a resolution that there was no necessity for
the use of the Jamps. _

18643. M. Robertson.] (). Was this resolution carried prior to the Kembla accident? 4. Cunsiderably.
18644, (). And the consent to use them was after the Kembla accident? 4.1 do not think I would put
it that way. They consented after a certain incident had taken place in that mine; but, mind you, there
was a notice put on the pit top that the lamps hiad to go in on Monday. It was a question with the men
as to whether they would go to work on the Monday or not; but a certain incident tovk place in the
mine on the Thursday before the Monday, I think ; and, at a meeting that night, the pit bad to knock
off'; and the men had a meeting, and they altered their previous opinion.

187345, . What was the accident—an explosion? 4. It was a slight explosion.

18616, ¢. What T want to get from you is this: The objection to the tamps by the miners was raised
some time prior to the Kembla explosion? 4. Yes. 1t was common falk for a couple of years that the
lamps had to go into Seahaw; and the men said there was no necessity for it.

18647, Q. Then their consent to use the lamps was not until afier the Kewmbla accident, and after an
explosion at Seaham ? 4. I think, somehow or other, that the Kembla accident had not happened when
the lamps went into Seaham, :

18648. . You must know different? . T am just trying to remember. At any rate, it was the incident
that happened in Seabam mine that perhaps caused an alteration in the opinions of mary men ; but I say
this, that the men in no case absolutely refused to take the lamps in Seaham, because the Manager put
a notice up ab the pit mouth that they had to take lamps in on the Monday morning, and when the
Monday morning came they took the lamps in.

18619, . But would they have done so two years ago? 4. I cannot tell you.

18650. Mr. Wade.] (. They meant to refuse on the Monday morning; and it so happened that, in the
interval, an explosion took place ? 4. I told you that the men said there was no necessity for the lamps
in their opinion. They did not say that they would not use them. They ncver said at any time that
they would not use them.

18651. . Did not you say the lamps were about to be put in on the Monday morning, and the men had
decided not to work with them ? 4. Isay they might havedecided to refuse them ; there were many talking
that way at the meeting, but the only resolution that was cver carried was that the lamps were not
neeessary ; and subsequently to that there was a conference with Mr. ITumble ard the local check-
inspector and myself and the Manager, and Mr. Humble absolutely refused to discuss the question as to
the necessity of the lamps at all.  He said that the Chief Inspeetor and himsclf had thoroughly made up
their minds that it was necessary for lamps to go into Seaham, and he advised us to go and advise the
nien to accept without any protest. That is what took place; but, as regards the men refusing, I will
tell you that the notice was put up at the pit mouth, and the men went to work and accepted the lamps.
18652, . That was after the explosion ? 4. That was after that slight explosion. It may have modified
their opinions a bit.

18653, ¢. Tt was said yesterday that if a roof is about to fall the men should be withdrawn inbye. What
do you meau by inbye? Do you mean every single soul on the inbye side of the mine, or inbye of that
split, or what # 4. If it is a fall of an acreage like this [ pointing to the 85-acre goaf on the plan] every
man in the mine should have been out of it ; tiiere should not have been a single man in the mine if that
area of 35 acres was—-—{interrupted). 18654
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18654. ¢. You think the fall was 85 acres? 4. T say if a picce of gronnd of that size was working, every
man in the mine should have been ont.

18655. 4. Did you ever hear of 35 acres falling all in one picce? 4. No, but it might fall in thousands
of pieces, and all at once.

18656. ¢. Did yon ever hear of 35 acres falling all at the one time ? 4. Why should it not? Tt is qnite
possible that a piece of ground that size may have been working for some considerable time, and wonld
come away right to the grass roots all at once.

18657. AMr. Roberison.] Q. Did yon ever hear of 35 acres of ground standing from which the pillars were
extracted? 4. No.

18658. Mr. Wade.] (). 1f there were only 1 acre falling, should the men have been withdrawn? 4. No;
the men from that section should have been withdrawn.

18659. @. If the men from that section had been withdrawn, wonld not all have been done that was
necessary ? 4. It might have been so,

18660. . What would you suggest besides withdrawing the men? 4. Get out of the way till she fell.
18661. (. That is, withdrawing the men? 4. That is what T say. .

18662. ©. What else wonld you do? 4. Ido not know that yon could do anything else when gronnd
like that was working but get away from it.

Esamination by Mr. Brnee Smith :—

18663. Q. When these twenty-five or twenty-six propositions were put before your Delegate Board, I
suppose you spent some time in considering them ? 4. Yes, we were about six hours there that day.
1866+, (). There are a good many of them which you will admit now, after having considered them, involve
a good deal of expenditure ? 4. Possibly.

18665. ©. I will just name one or two; there is a general proposal that fans shall be pnt into all mines—
do you know what amount of money may be involved in the substitution of the fan for the fnrnace
method of ventilation? 4. It would cost a considerable amount.

18666. @. That is too vague;—have you any idea how many hundreds or thousands it may involve ? 4. It
would depend upon the fan, and the size of it, and the machinery.

18667. (). Do you know what the cost might go up to? 4. It might go up to £5,000 or £6,000.

18668. @. It might go up to £10,000? 4. It might be as many hundreds.

18669. ¢. Now, with regard to this brushing of the roof—that’ might extend over many miles? 4. Tt
does extend over many miles,

18670. . Had you any figures before yon, as a body of men recommending these things, as to what
would be the probable cost of them? "A. Weknow the general cost of brashing under ordinary conditions.
1867L. Q. What is it? 4. At Wallsend it is costing 2s. per yard at the present time.

18672, ¢. A superficial yard? 4. A lineal yard of the roof or bottom.

18673. . Did you go into that to consider what would be the effect npon some of the smaller mines by
requirigng that to be done universally ? 4. Would vou describe to me what you mean by the smaller
mines |

18674. Q. Are you aware that there are no less than forty mines in this country in which less than twenty
men are employed? 4. T would exempt them. ’
18675. ©. You did not say so ? 4. It never struck me about as many mines being in the Colony.

18676. Q. But the recommendations which yon come down here to make before this Court, inclnde no
reservations whatever 7 4. Well, I put it this way, you can hardly recognise a mine as being a mine
nntil it is in a condition to employ more than twenty men.

1}8677(1. . But do not you know that those small mines come nnder the Mining Act? A.T snppose
they do.

18678. (. But, in your resolntions you have come down here to recommend to this Commission, you have
made no reservations whatever? 4.1 am prepared to make a reservation.

18679. . Bnt did you come here without any reservations attached to these recommendations? 4. We
did not consider any mines snch as those you have described.

18680. Q. Then I understand you did not really go into the possible cost of the recommendations that
you were making? 4. No; bnt we find it very necessary. We find plenty of companies changing the
furnace for the fan, now; and I do not think the fnrnace is a safe ihing.

18681, Q. I want the Commission to know whether you gentlemen, sitting down there deliberately as a
body of men, making proposals to regulate other people’s property, seriously considered any other point
of view than your own, as miners? 4. I will answer you this way; we considered the lives and the
health of the miners only.

18()?2. (. As long as we know that, the Commission will know what other sides they may have to look at?
4. Yes.

18683. ¢. Now, you have made a bald recommendation that all eoal-mines be required to have a faun.
‘Well, T suppose this thought, althongh it may have entered your minds, really did not come np before
you, that, 1n requiring that, under certain conditions you might involve the mine in an expenditure which
would so increase the cost of coal as to incapacitate the mine from being worked at a profit? 4. Yes;
that qnestion has been dealt with in every aspeet ; and we know perfectly well that, if there was not the
eternal competition, there would be no difficulty.

18684. . Did you know, or consider, that in asking this bald recommendation in regard to fans, there
were these forty mines in existence with only an infinitesimal capital to go on with? = 4. No, we did not
consider those mines.

[At 1 p.m. the Commission adjourned nntil 2 p.m.]

AFTERXOON,
(On resuming, at 2 p.m., Mr. W. R. Pratt attended to take shorthand motes of the evidence and
proceedings).
WILLIAM BOWER, previonsly sworn, was fnrther examined, as under :—

18685. M. Bruce Smith.] (. Regarding what you told Mr. Robertson just now, did not the men, before

they agreed to take the safety-lamps, pass a resolution adverse to them ? . They said that they did not
think they were necesary. 18686.

&



573
Witness—W, Bower, 19 Februsry, 1903,

18686. @. Did you not encourage them ? 4. Yes, that was my opinion, but my opinion was qualified.
18687. ¢. Did you not encourage the men in taking up that attitude—that you did not think the safety-
lamps were necessary ? . With a qualification, T did. T think I had a right to give thit. If certain
things were done—if you brushed the roof high enongh—T believe the men would besafe, 1 have always
advocated in Seaham that they should brush the main roads at least another foot or another 18 inches
higher.
18688. Q. Speaking about taking out the pillars, you said something about some gas coming out of the
roof ; where did the gas.come from ;—you spoke about an accumulation in a goaf ? 4. The goaf itself
may have given off little or no gas. It may have come from the air {raversing the goaf from the working
places.  You may put it this way—that i’ the atmosphere of the mine carries } per cent. of gas, and a
little of that leaves the air, where there are cavities above the level of the seam, 1t will accumulate.
18689. @. I wanted to know where the gas came frow, whether it accumulated in the goat? 4. It came .
from the general atmosphere of the air.
18690. . I think you will admit that it is impossible to lay down any practical rule with regard to the
visits of the Manager to a mine? 4. It would be difficult to lay down any definite rule.
18691. When you spoke of requiring a larger supply of air for the men, I suppose you do not know
yourself how much either a man, or a boy, or a horse consumes? 4. No; I know the general rule.
18692. Q. What is it? 4. It 1s stated that 100 cubic feet of air per man, boy, and horse would be
sufficient under ordinary circumstances.
18693. . But do you know what the consumption is? 4. Tt could be found.
18694. (. I want 1o know what factor operated in your mind when you gave your evidence. You do not
know what the consumption is of either P 4. It would vary,
18695, (. Between what amounts ¥ 1. T am satisfied that in some places it would require 500 cubic feet
per minute.
18696. ¢. I am asking you about the consumption ? 4. I have seen it in print.
18697. ¢. You did not remember when you were telling us? . No.
18698. . I want to know what your extent of knowledge was? T am not an expert.

Examined by Mr. Robertsou :—

18699. Q. Your experience has becn chiefly confined to the Newcastle district? 4.1 had a little

experience at Home as a boy, and for a short time I was in the North-western district.

18700. @. When you state that pillars of 80 yards square would be safficient to mect all requirements,

you are referring to the Newcastle district ? 4. T do not think I said 30 yards square; I said 30 yards

long.  You can put in any width necessary to carry the roof.

15701, @. What width would you say ? . Any width necessary to carry the strata above them.

18702. (. Supposing it were necessary to have 100 yards as the width 7 4. If it were necessary to have

100 yards, T suppose you would have toleave them 100 yards wide.

18703. (). What about the cover ? 4. Tt does not interfere with what I said about the cover. Cut-

throughs every 30 yards are cnough to carry the air to the working faces.

18704. ©. But do you not sec that the fact of having cut-throughs every 80 yards would be to limit the

size of the pillars to 80 yards? 4. You could put in any width you thought necessary.

18705. @. Do you admit that it might be necessary to have 100-yard pillars ? 4. Do you mean in width ?

You assume that 100-yard pillars are necessary. 1 have never seen the conditions where they would be

necessary.

18706. (f)f If you were shown the conditions where 100-yard pillars are necessary, would it modify your

opinion ? 4. It would modify my opinion ; but if you had to put 100 yards or 200 yards on to 30 yards

then you would have to carry 130 or 230 yards.

18707. (). What I want to know 1s, will not the recommendation bave the effect of limiting the size of the

pillars to 80 yards ? 4. In all the conditions that ever I knew of 1 never knew of a case which required

pillars to be 100 yards without cut-throughs,

18708. Q. With the conditions that I speak of, cut-throughs every 30 yards would be inadmissible ? 4. T

think that 80 yards is far enough to carry brattice. 1If you had to carry it 100 or 200 vards you would

require it to be put up very carefully.

18709. . I want to assure you that there are mines where it is necessary to have brattice 100 or 200

yards in length, in order that the roof may be carried properly. You depend on the size of the pillars for

carrying the roof. If it is necessary to have pillars 100 yards or 200 yards in length, cut-throughs every

30 yards would be out of the question? 4. I think you are assuming something that is hardly likely to

come into cxistence. I have never yet heard of conditions where it is necessary to have 100-yard pillars.

18710. Q. I am showing you conditions which exist at present, and you can easily see them to-morrow if

youlike? 4. T would like to have the time to see them, because the conditions are so extraordinary that

they would not apply to coal-mining generally. T was talking about ordinary conditions.

18711. Q. You are asking for legislation which affects all possible conditions? 4.1 do not agree with

that, because there are exceptions in every miue. I gavean illustration of one this morning, when I said,

that when you are taking coal from the boundary, it is necessary to carry air for a long way with brattice,

but in that case a brattice is specially put up.

18712. . You will agree that 1f you have 100-yard pillars, you cannot have 30-yard cut-throughs? 4. No,
ou cannot. '

{8713. Q. They would have the effect of weakening the pillars? 4. I admit that, if the conditious were

such as to make it necessary to have 100-yard pillars, the idea of having ent-throughs every 30 yards

would be impracticable. I meant that the recommendation was to apply to ordinary mining conditions,

and I cannot imagine conditions in which 100-yard pillars would be looked upon as ordinary ones.

18714. @. Do you admit that the size of the pillars is governed by the depth of the strata above? 4. Do

you mean by the cover over the scam ?

18715. . Yes? . Yes, and by the nature of it.

18716. (. And the greater the depth ? 4. Then the larger the pressure.

18717. Q. Aund the larger the pillar must be to resist it? 4. Yes; I suppose that is a scientific fact.

18718. . Yon have had a great deal of experience in firing gunpowder shots ? 1. I have assisted in the

process all the time I have been mining.

18719. . Have you ever known a fuse from a gunpowder shot to light with a naked light? Tt is a

doubtful thing in my experience, although I have had a ease of my own where gas was never seen or

noticed where it actually 1it. What it was, or whether it was the actual gag, I do not know, I had fired

a

)
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a shot in a high seam of coal, and it opened up 6 inches. I then went round to look at it, and I put my
light near it, and it went off. '

18720. (. Where did this bappen? 4. In the Magpic district of Wallsend. I think it has happened
many times.

18721. (. Is not Wallsend known to be gassy ? .. Gas has never been seen there before.  That block
of coal had been worked round many years before, and it had been left until the return working came
that way. .

18722, (. This was some years ago? . Yes; but if my memory serves me right I have seen it happen
more than once. ‘

18723. @. Do you think that there was any suspicion of gas being there, and of your not being able to
detect it with the ordinary lamp?® 4. I pever met it with the open light, or ever heard of any symptoms
of it being there. .

18724. . And this has only happened after a shot? 4. It has only happened after a shot; buat it is
not so long ago since there was a fire in the Wallzend Colliery just previous to the men knocking off
work. The deputy went in and found the coal on fire:

18725, . Did the man return to the place? 4. Of course, the place was full of smoke, but after the
shot had done its work all right he went away. They have a system at that colliery of travelling round
to see that all the men are out of the mine, and that all the places are right.  When the deputy arrived
at this bord, ke found a fine healthy fire there.

18726. @. Do you think that the miner might have put his light there upon his return after firing the
shot ? 4. Ho might, and he might not have noticed it. My own opinion is that the shot lit a small
blower of gas.

18727. Q. Do you think it was gas, or do you think it was fumes from the shot which lit the ecal? 4.1
think it may have been a mixture of fine dust; but, perhaps, there were some of the fumes from ‘the
shot there; and there may have been a little gas. I do not kuow.

Examined by Mr. Ritchie :—

18728. Q. You put before the Commission a proposal that cut-throughs generally should not be more than

30 yards apart ¥ 4. Under ordinary conditions I think this is necessary.

18729. Q. You said that if conditions arose nunder which it would be necessary to have them a greater

length apart, that they would have to be so? 4. It would be impossible under the circumstances to have

them any other way.

18730. . Who do you think should be the determining party to decide whether it is necessary to have

cut-throughs more than 30 yards apert? 4. I do not say that cut-throughs should be more than 30 yards

apart, but you could not drive through 100 or 200-yard pillars.

18731. Q. But who should be the determining hody to judge of the length of the pillar? 4.1 do not

know of anybody except the Manager of the colliery; he would be the best judge of whether or not the

pillars are able to carry the weight.

18732, (. Do you think that the Inspector might be called on to give a report? 4. If the Inspector

was called on, I do not seec how he could be as good a judge in the matter as the management of the

mine. For another thing, I cannot imagine the management leaving pillars of that size unless it was

necessary.

15733. (. What is the practice in your district ? . The pillars are from 8 to 12 yards.

18734, (J. And the cut-throughs? 4. The eut-throughs are generally 35 yards. The only exception is

the case of the Dudley Colliery, where in one or two sections they drive 70 yards. My own experience

was that this had a tendency to inerease the temperature of the district.

18735. (. ITow many places are there in the north where the cut-throughs are of a greater length than

80 yards? 4.1 said that they were 35 yards, generally speaking. T know of odd cases where they go to

40 yards.

18736. Q. Is there any colliery where it 1s the custom to have a greater length ? 4. There is no collicry

where it is the general custom to have a greater length than 35 yards.

18737. (). What is about the thickness of your superincumbent strata? 4. Taking the Borehole district,

it varies from nothing up to 700 or 800 feet. West Wallsend and the Seaham Colliery are exceptions,

because they are working under mountains which add several hundred feet more cover.

18783, Q. Do covers of SO0 feet affect the mines? A. There is no appearance of any crush.

18739. Mr. Robertson] . Can vou tell me the size of the pillars at the West Wallsend Colliery ?

A. They are 12 yards, but at an adjoining colliery, under the sume strata, they are working with 8-yard
illars.

{)8740. Q. Have they started to take out the pillars P 4. They have started to take them out, but I must

admit that I am somewhat doubtful of them.

18741, Mr. Ritchie.] ). Doubtful of what? 1. I am doubtful about the thickness of the cover, and T

should not be surprised if they lose some of them, ‘

18742. . Where the Manager of a mine wishes to have cut-throughs at a longer distance than 30 yards,

should he be permitted to have them ? 4. I do not know who else you can bring in to decide the matter.

The Inspector is not there all the time to watch how the pillars carry, and he could only form an opinion

by going there oceasionally. The Manager is there all the time. The Manager will hardly risk leaving

these large pillars in if he can kelp it, because they lose so much by them.

18748, Mr. Robertson.] Q. Who suffers the loss? 4. Generally speaking, the owners—in that particular

case.

18744, (. If a Manager bad orders to pursue a system of working with pillars too small for the mine,

who would suffer the loss? 4. The proprietors.

18745. My, Ritchie.] (. The idea is that the cut-throughs should not be more than 30 yards apart?

A. Under ordinary eonditions, T think that would be enoungh.

18746. Q. Supposing a Manager differed with you, and said that he thought the cut-throughs should be

60 vards apart, what would you do? 4. T would oppose it for all that [ was worth.

18747. (. Should he have the power to say that they should be 60 yards apart? 4. Mr. Robertson has

put an extreme case before us. Under ordinary conditions, the system of having cut-throughs at every

30 yards could be carried out without any trouble as far as I know. I have been in a great number of

mines,



575
Witness—W. Bower, 19 February, 1903,

mines, and it seems to me that small pillars are doing their work all right. The extraordinary proposal
of Mr. Robertson would have to be met by another method.

18748, (. I am putting to you a case where, in the opinion of the management, it would be necessary to
have greater lengths. If the miners were not of the same opinion, who is to be the determining factor—
who is absolutely to decide the question ? 1. If 1 eould imagine a state of conditions that would compel
us to have more than 30-yard pillars then I could understand it. But I am under the impression that it
would be an extreme case which would eall for the pillars being any thicker.

18749. My Robertson.] ). You must admit that your experience is confined to shallow mines ? A. I have
read about the way in which they work very deep mines, and I do not know that I have over heard of,
or read of, pillars which are more than 40 yards in length. '

18750. Mr. Ritchie.] (). 1f the question should arise, do you not think that the matter might be referred
to a conference of representatives of* the Manager, the miners, and the Inspectors to decide what the
length of the pillars should actually be? . It is always a good idea to have a conference to solve a
difficulty. It is a standard maxim of mine, and it would be preferable to dispose of the matter in that
way. .

18751. €. You would agree to that ? (. Yes; but I fancy that the proposal to have cut-thronghs of the
distance apart mentioned by Mr. Robertson would not be necessary except in extraordinary cases.

18752, ). You made some qualifications as to the matter? 4. That was only with reference to the
extraordinary conditions that 1 have mentioned. T cannot imagine a condition of things where the
management would leave 100-yard pillars except for the purpose of a barrier, or something like that.
18753. Q. Mr. Robertson told you that he could show you a mine where they considered 1t necessary to
have these large pillars?® 4. T expect they would be pillars left for some extraordinary purpose, perhaps
to form barriers between one section and another.

18754, Mr. Robertson.] (). They are not; they are simply pillars of the ordinary size used in the mine—
sometimes they may be 100 x 50 and sometimes 100 yards square? 4. Yes.

18755, Mr. Ritchie.] (). There was some report which you spoke of as having been submitted by you,-
where the ventilation was deficient. Can you give me particulars as to whether that report showed that
the miners were getting wore or less air than the minimum quantity required by law ? 4. In one or two
of the mines which 1 have visited I have found that they have been receiving less than the minimum
quantity.

18756. (). In this particular case which you are referring to, where the question of a fan was raised, do
you remember whether the colliery was receiving the minimum quantity of air required by law? 4.1
do not think there was the minimum quantity of air there. At any rate we found it inadequate for the
ordinary purposes of ventilation. I would not be surc on the matter.

18757. . I recognise that the minimum quantity of air may not in your opinion be sufficient, very often.
You say you are not sure about the matter. How long is it since the report was submitted? . About
two months ago.

18758, . Do you know whether the report was brought under the notice of the Inspector? A. 1 do not
know. My experience is that the Inspector generally initials my report in any inspections which he
subsequently makes.

18759. (). Where you report as check-inspector that the supply of air is not adequate, do you know
whether the method of ventilation is brought under the notice of the Inspector? 4. I donot know. I
have no means of ascertaining,.

187G0. . You never take any steps to find out whether the Inspector has had his attention drawn to the
matter ? 4. I conelude that the Inspectors have the matter in their own hands. If we draw attention
to any danger the Manager is supposed to inform the Inspector about it. A copy of the report is kept
at the office, and when he comes to the mine he has his remedy against the Manager,

18761. ¢. 1 want to know whether you have ever bronght such a matter under the notice of the
anthorities? 4. I have no knowledge whether it is brought under their notice or not. I only once called
Mr. Atkiuson’s attention to a matter by letter, and the answer which I got back made me cease to have
anything more to do with Inspectors.

18762, (). What was that? 4. The reply which I got caused ms to leave the Inspectors alone. It was
in this way: I drew attention to a danger at a mine. The man with me, the local Inspector, specially
requested me not to put the matter into the report about the mine. I would not have agreed to that,
onty 1 knew that it was an old and long standing danger. He said that he was sure to get the sack if it
were mentioned in the report. '

18763. . He was your colleague ? 4. Yes. And I said that T would write to Mr. Atkinson about the
matter myself, So I drew his attention to it. He thanked me for drawing his attention to it, but he
said that by my not having given a true report in the colliery book I had made myself liable to prosecu-
tion, and I was to take good care not to do it again.

18764, (). Have you got that letter? .. I have got it at home.

18765. (). If you can get that letter can you send it to me ? . I think so.

18766. . You might send me both letters, a copy of your letter and Mr, Atkinson’s reply ? 4. 1 will
send them to you when I get back.

18767. Q. Do I understand that the subject of Mr. Atkinson’s letter was a complaint of your action in
not having reported a danger which you had seen when you were making your inspection ? 4. He drew
my attention to the fact that I had not complied with the Act of Parliament, inasmuch as we had not
written out and signed a true report of our inspection. I did not lay stress on the danger because [
knew it had been a long-standing one in the mine. The man with me knew the position of atfairs at the
colliery, and he knew that they would find some means of ousting him if we reported it. I had a talk
with the Manager about it, and reported the condition of affairs to Mr. Atkinson, The reply was as I
have told you, not to do it again, and that I had made myself liable to a penalty. To prove that I was
right the rains recently filled the mine up, and it has not worked since—since last Decembor, T think.
18768. ). What was the danger? 4. It was a large fall in the bed of the creck.

18769, . It was not sufficiently secured ? . Yes,

18770. (. The fall did severe damage? 4. The mine has filled up since.

18771, . With water? - ¢. It depended on the surface drainage. I do not think the pit has worked
since.

18772. Q. What colliery was it? 4. Sonth Wallsend. 18773.
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18773. . Is there a feeling of that kind amongst the men—that if they report any danger in a mine they
are liable to dismissal ? 4. Not generally speaking; but there is in two or three niines. In fact one mau
got sacked, as I told you vesterday.

18774. (). Why did your mate want you not to mention the matter ? 4. Ile said that he was sure to get
the run if the matter was mentioned in the report.

18775. ©. Do you think that acheck.inspection is of any service if the men go round the mine in dread,
and will not report any danger if they do see it ? . The check-inspectiors are not of much good because
of that fear on the part of the men.

18776. . It is no good going round to report all the good things; the object is to discover the faults,
if any? 4. That is right.

18777. Q. Can you describe the method by which the deputies, in your district, cxamine the waste workings ?
4. Under the new special rule they have to make weekly inspections.

18773. . When was that rule adopted ? 4. It was the Minister’s proposition ; it was not objected to,
aud it is law now.

18779. Q. How long ago ? 4. I think within the last few weeks.  Mr. Atkinson can tell you.

18730. @. Do I understand that prior to thisnew Regulation no examination was made? 4. Most of them
made an examination monthly.

18781. . Have you any idea how the examinations were carried out? 4. I have gone into the mine with
the deputies and the under-manager. The examinations were as effective as we could make them. I have
found initials and figures in different parts of the wastes, showing that the men must have gone over
dangerous ground to write them.

18782. @. You are speaking of what you have discovered in making check-inspections P . Yes.

18783. . Did you find that state of affairs prior to the issne of this new Regulation? .I. Yes. The names
and dates show that there was always someone travelling the wastes. I found the initials of meun in
strange corners in pits.

18784, . We have had the suggestion made here, that in the noith no examination was made in the
waste workings? .l That does not apply to our case. Take the Seaham Colliery for instance. That is
the only place where the men go in pairs. There are four pairs of them, and they take a certain day and
make an inspection. It is generally on aSunday, too. They used to choose Sunday for the monthly
inspection, and I do not know whether there have been any alterations since. I know that in most of the
northern mines the examining deputies travel all the waste workings.

18785. . When the men put their initials they put down the dates also ;—you have noticed the dates?
A. Yes; and I frequently left my own there too.

18736. Q. I want to ask you about safety famps. You know that the proposal from the southern miners
is to vest the power with the Inspector of saying whether or not it is necessary to use safety lamps. You
disagree with that? 4. Yes.

18787. Q. You say that if the parties interested in the question disagree matters should be referred to
arbitration under the Act? 4. Yes.

13788 You think that the arbitratiou clauses sheuld be made applicable to matters of that kind P L.
Yes.

18789. . In the event of the Inspector for the district stating that it is necessary {o use safety-lamps for
the safety of the mine, that they should be put in? 4. Yes; and I think the miners would agree to them
being put in pending arbitration, because they never hesitate to express an opinion about the wanagement
of a mine.

18790. . But you said that the body of men would require to be moved by some one person, and the
names of those who move in such a matter are generally known ? 4. Those are workmen’s risks. I do
not know how we can get over that. You know that at the Delegate Mceetings you must not publish the
names of the movers and seconders of resolutions. The names are never given. The men never disclose
their names because of the fear of consequences.

18791. (. It is said that the miners ia the south are very close with regard to all that they do? 4. We
have nothing to conceal in the north. 'We do not care who knows our business, as a rule.

Mg, MICHAEL GRAY was sworn, and examined, as under : —
Examination-in-chief by Mr. Lysaght :(—

18792, (. What is your name? 4. Michael Gray.

18793. (. Are you a member of the Delegate Board of the Colliery Employees’ Federation of the Northern

District? 4. Yes,

18794, Q. Ave you a miner working there? 4. T am working at the South Burwood Colliery, now known

as the Dudley Colliery.

18795, . You have been deputed to come here and give evidence with regard to certain recommendations

which 1t is desired to make to this Commission? 4. Yes.

18795. Q. Take the first recommendation, which is: “ Managers, under-managers, deputies, and shot-

firers to hold certificates of competency by examination, and to have had five years’ practical mining

experience before being eligible for their respective positions.” To this your Board require to add: “All

the examinations to be passed in the State of New South Wales.” Do you approve of that? 4. Yes.

1Y8797. Q. Do you know of any cases where shot-firers have been appointed who are incompetent? i,
es.

15798, . Where? 4. At the colliery where I am working.

18799. ¢. When? .. Before I went to the colliery.

18300. @. Why was the man incompetent ? 4. Because he had not passed an examination, the same as

the examining deputy.

18801. @. In addition to that, in what sense was he incompetent ? 4. Because in my opinion he was one of

the examining deputies. He made the middle examination in the mine.

18802, @. In addition to teing a shot-firer he was also an examiving deputy ? 4. Tu the second portion

of the round. :

18303. Q. What else can you say about him? . In my opinion, Le dil not know sufficient about the gases

to be met with in a mine, 16804,
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18804. Q. Yousee tha-t the recommendntion of the Northern Distriet is, that all examinations shall be passed
in New S is this made ? 4. Seeing that the men “have to scrve in the State of New
South Wales, we thmk it is only right that they should pass their examination here. Also, we know of
one person that underwent an esamination here and failed, and he afterwards went to Lngland and got
his certificate there, showing that the examination in Eng]am], to my mind, is not so scvere as that in the
Colonies.
18805, His ITonor.] Perhaps he read hard all the way 1Tome.
18806. AMr. Robertson.] Q. Did you ever know of anyone here who went up for an examinatior and fa lod
and then went up again and pastcd ? 4 Yes
18807. Afr. Lr/sa/h{] . Ts there anything further you desire to say on this matter? 4. Avother reason
why the examination should be held in this State i is, that 3t o Manager passed here and went to tue oll
country he would have to pass another examination there before they would allow him to practice. We
allow them to fetch a certificate ont from Bugland, and to use that certificate without passing ancther
examination.
18808, (). Recommendation No. 2 is—¢ Inspectors to be vested with absolute power to order the use of
safety-lamps.” Your Northern District opposes this recommendation as it stands, but makes the following
suggestion :—* That where a doubt exists about safety-lamps going into a mine the Inspector and district
check-inspector appoint a third party, the three persons named to be an Arbitration Court to settle the
question whether safety-lamps are to go into the mine or not.” Chief Inspector Atkinson has made the
sugzestion that the matter shall be referred to arbitration, and that pending arbitration the Inspector
shall have the power to order the Manager to put the lampsin, Do you agree with any of those recom-
mendations? A, Provided we had a hand in appointing the Acbitraton Board, I should say yes.
18809. (). Recommendation No. 3 is—* Ventilation by furnace prohibited and fans substituted”? 4.1
believe ventilation by fans is the betlter system, and, according to Farley, 1t is the cheapest system.
TFurnaces are becoming dangerous.
18810. @. Do you know of any case where furnace ventilation has been inadequate ? 4. Yes; what took
place indicates in the clearest way that the furnace was inadequate.
18811. Q. Where? 4. At South Waratah. They have a furnace going now as formerly, but in addition
they have a fan, whieh shows to me clearly that the furnaee was not suflicient in the first case.
18812, Alr. Bruce Smith.] 1t also shows that the fan is not sullicient without the furnace.
18813. M. Lysaght.] No.
18814. Mr. Bruce Smith.] The same rule applies.
18815, His Honor.] Perbaps the mine grew tvo large for the furnace,
18816. Witness.] 1t is only a small fan,
18817. Mr. Robertson.] Not a small furnace.
188174, Wilness.] 1t 1s a large furnace.
18818. M. Robertson.] ). What is the depth of the mine? A. The South Waratah Mine is 650 feet
deep, or thereabouts. '
18819, Alr. Lysaght.] (. How many men arc employed there? 1. About 210 miners.
1S820. Q. Recommendation No. 4 is—* Waste workings to be absolutely sealed off and surrounded by
return airways for fear of emissions, such return airways rot to come in contact with the intake.” Your
district opposes this recommendation owing, as they say, te it being impracticable 2 A. T prefer the air
to go througha waste working and to go direct to the return airwar, and uot to come into contaet with
the intake. It you block the waste \\01Lmﬂs up there may be a sudden outburst of gas, which would
knock the stoppings down.
18821. (. If the intake airway should pass a waste working, the waste ought to be sealed off ? 4. Yes.
18522, (). Ts it good mining practice to allow the intake airway to pass a waste working? 4. The intake
airway oucrht not to pass a “waste unless'the waste is sealed off, hut you have to have a certain quantity
of air going through the waste.
18823, (. Would you have an independent split 2 A, Yes; an independent split.
18524, . Recommendation No. 5 15— All places except prospecting drives to have cut-throughs not
more than 30 yards a‘pmt' ? 4.1 believe that formerly the distance used to be 35 ya-ds. The men at that
time wanted 20 yards. Since the new Act eame into force, under which brattice has to be put up, cut-
throughs are 70 or SO yards apart. Brattice does not carry suflicient air to the men, and the men require
a better supply of air to go to the face. With brattice the air is not conducted to the face, because a
certain portion of 1t eseapes. The quantity may be in the headings, but not iu the face of the working.
18525. . Do yon know of any pit where the minimum quantity of air does not go to the workings ? "1,
Not by actual ‘measurement ; but we have complained, and the deputies have bxouwht the Drattice turther
on. A miner has not the opportunity of measuring. 1lIe may judge that the qu'mtlty of air is not there,
but he has no machine to test the current with,
18826. My, Robertson.] Q. The fault has been that ihe brattice has been too far back? 4. Noj the air
has eseaped in coming along.
18827. . You just stated that when yon complained they put the brattice further up? .1t was not
because the brattice was not there. -
18828. (. Perhaps there was not suflicient brattice? 4, Even when it was closer it dil not remedy the
evil.
18829. Q. I understood that you had sufficient air? 4. I never €aid that we had sufficient air.
16830. Mr. Lysaght.] . Would cut-throughs at 30 yards apart have any effect upon the security of the
roof ;—would they be likely to tend to bring on creeps? A, Certainly not.
18831, @. I suppose you have heard of some crecps in mines in your districts ? 4. Yes; but not because
there were cut-throughs there.
16832. (. What was the cause P . It was on account of the pillars in some instances being only 2 or 3
vards long.
18833. . Lwill not trouble about Recommendation No. 6, which refers to inspections being made with a
locked safety-lamp, and we will now come to Recommendation No. 7, which 1s—* \louthly examination
and report by deputies and District Inspector with the hydrogen ﬂame " which bas been altered by the
insertion of the words: *“ By the Manager or under-manager” ? A. T think the recommendation is a
reasonable one. One of the officials should do it, and it does not matter who so long as it is done.

16825 20—4 D 18834.
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18834. (). Have you ever used the hydrogen lamp? 4. No.

18535. (). Have you ever seen it? . No; but I know by reading that it is the best lamp to detect gas
with, and I am in favour of it. '
18836. . You only suggest it in cases where the ordinary safety-lamp will not detect gas? 4. Certainly,
It is not required if the other lamp will deteet gas.

18837. Q. Recommendation No. 8 is—*"“A minimum of 500 cubic feet of air per minute to be provided for
every horse, instead of 100 fect as at present.” To this the Northern District desires to add: “ Not less
than 200 cubic feet of air per minute for each man and boy 7 ? 4. T am in favour of that. A workman
cannot have too much air. Farley states that it is necessary that cach man and boy should have 150
cubic feet of air, and that a horse should have five times as much, which would make it 750 feet of air for
the horse.

18838. ¢. Do you know any mines where the supply of air is inadequate, and yet the supplies are over
the minimum amount required by law? 4. Yes. )
18839, . Where? A. At Lambton Colliery, at the South Waratah Colliery, and in a portion of the
Dudley Colliery, .

18810. {. Has there been complaint that the supply was inadequate? .. Yes; at South Waratah, and
also in conneetion with Lambton, )
18341, Q. What was the answer given? 4. That they would try to remedy it. At South Waratah they
did their utmost to remedy it.

13812, Q. In eah casc were they supplying the minimum amount of air? 4. As far as my opinion goes,
they were.

18S43. (. Recommendations Nos. 9 and 10, taken together, are—“All doors erected so as to close and
remain closed of their own motion. Double doors on drives between main intakes and returns, and main
headings.””  Can you tell me whether you know of any disaster resulting from a single door having been
deranged? 4. Yes.

18844, Q. What is the name of the colliery where the disaster resulted? 4. Tt was the Burwood Colliery.
It was single canvas acting instead of a door, according to the evidence given, and the reports in the
Press.

18845. Q. Recommendation No. 11 is—¢ Weckly measurement of air in each section, and report thercof
sent to Inspector.”” To which the Northern District requires to be added: * Instead of monthly, as at
present”? 4.1 am in favour of that. I would have inspections as often as possible, because from one
- month to another varions things may happen to derange the air.

18846. . How would you have the measurements taken? /. As near the face as possible.

18547. (). Where are the measurements taken now—in practice? .. In the cut-throughs; and in so.ne
instances the places are 70 to 80 yards from the working faces.

18848, (. Is the amount of air there any indication of the amount of air going to the face ? 4. No.
18319. ¢. Recommendation No. 12 is—* Ixtra supply of safety-lamps and their requisites equal to one-
third of the number of persons employed below ground to be kept constantly in good order, and ready
to use.” Mr, Bower las suggested that there should be a fixed minimum of twenty lamps in all cases,
and twenty lamps for every 1¢0 men emploved at a mine in addition. "Will that meet your idea as to the
surplus quantity of lamps which ought to be kept? 4. I think itis a gcod suggestion, and quite up to
the mark.

18850. (. The Chief Inspector has sugrested that there should be a fifth extra in cases where the naked
light is used, and a tenth extra where the safety-lamp is used; that would be equal to one-fifth or
one-third of the number of persons employed below ground. Would that be an adequate supply ? 4. Ile
has not given any minimum,. : !

18851. . No? 4.1 do not think it would be such a good suggestion as the other,

18852, Mr. Robertson.] Q. What do you mean by the other? .. The suggestion by Mr. Bower.

18853, Mr. Lysaght.] . Recommendation No. 13 is—* Travelling and haulage roads, and other places
necessary, to be properly watered.” To which the Northern District desires to add: “All travelling, main,
and horse roads to be 6 feet high”? 4. I think that all the roads should be watered—Uboth the roof, the
sides, and the travelling road underfoot. In some cases it is done now.

18854, . Was it done before the Kembla disaster? 4. Af one mine it was, but it was not done at all
the others. At South Waratah it was not done, but at Dudley it was.

18833, @. Did they use sprays ? 4. They had water 1aid on, and a short length of hose.

18856. (). With regard to the travelling roads being made 6 feet high, do you know whether that is put
into practice in your district? 4. I know of one mine where it is done, but at other mines it is not done.
18857. Q. What is the height in that mime which vou speak of ? 4. It varies from 4 {t. 6 in. to 7 ft. 6 in.
In other mines, where the height is only 3 feef, nothing is brushed down. The reads stop at that.

18858, Q. In your opinion, the roads should be brushed ? 4. They should be where a man has to carry a
heavy load and travel 2} miles—they ought to be brushed. A man has to carry 4 1b. of powder, {wo
picks, and his tucker; and to walk that distance it is very uncomfortable.

18859, . Will it assist the ventilation if the roads arve 6 feet high? 4. Yes.

18560. (). Recommendation No. 14 is—* Managers ¢hould be compelled to give more personal time and
attention to the wanagement of the colliery.” Can you say anything about that matter? 4. Yes; I
have known the Manager to be away fully a week. I have known them not to go down the pit for a

fortnight

ght.
15361, @. In yonr opinion, how often should a Manager visit the underground workings ? .. He should
visit each portion of the mine once a week. -

18862, . I will pass over Recommendation No. 15, and come to No 16, which recommends that the size
of the manholes be enlarged. The Neweastle Delegate Board desired to add 1o this recommendation that
the manholes be “ Not less than § feet high, 6 feet deep, and 3 feet wide, and to be whitewashed.” Do
you know anything about the smallness of manholes causing injury ? .1, Yes; in the Lambton Colliery,
because they were insufficient and there was an obstruction in front. This iz mere particularly wanted
where the men have to travel where the skips are going; and the manholes ought to be only 3 feet wide,
so that the skips cannot run into them.

18863, (). You want them deep bub narrow 4. Yes,

18864, Mr. Robertson.] Q. Do you say that a man was injured because the manholes were insufficient ?
A, There was an obstruction at the entrance, 18863,
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18865. (. The obstruction ought not to have been there ? 4. Tt was not a manhole at all if there was an

obstruction there, and a man could not go into it.

18866, Q. If there was an obstraction there it would make no difference if the manhole was 10 fect

square ? .. That was the case. 1t would be insufficient, and there was an obstruetion in it.

18367. . You are asked to give an instance of someone being injured, and you give an instance which,

upon being investigated, proves not that the manhole was of insufficient size, but that the accident

happened because therc was an obstruction in front of one of them ~—-

18863, Mr. Barry] Q. Did the witness say that he was there ?

18863, M. Robertson.] 1 take it that he knows about the case.

18870. Afr. Ritchie.] (). 1 suppose the case is common property? A, Yes.

18871, Lr. Robertson.] Q. Do you know of any other case where a man has been injured? 4. No.

18872, ). You know of no case where a man has been injured owing to the insuflicient size of the man-

holes? 4. No, I cannot say that I do, only that case.

18873. (). Iave you in your mind the case where the haulage road is also used as the travelling way ?

4. Where there is an incline, and also where it is used by the engine for haulage purposes.

18874, . Does it apply to mines wherc the endless rope is used, where the speed is very slow ? A, There

should be proper mauholes there, because if the skips are going up an incline there is very great danger.

15875. Q. There is a difference between skips travelling at the rate of 2 or 3 miles an hour and others

travelling at the rate of 10 miles au hour, beeause onc exceeds the running pace of a man and the other

does not come up to his walking pace ? Q. T can refer to a colliery where the skips broke away and I

could not run fast enough, because I tried.

18876. Q. I do not suppose you could in the ease of a runaway? 4. As long as they keep the rails it

does not imuch matter, because there is very little danger with an endless rope.

15877, (). You must vary the danger between the speed of 1 or 2 miles an hour and 10 miles an hour?

A. But if an accident should happen in connection with an endless rope one system becomes as dangerous

as another.  Tknow wlere some skips broke away going down a steep place, when they landed against

some other skips they broke those skips too, and put them all over the road.

18878, Mr. Lysaght.] Q. They did not put you in the manhole? A. No; I was behind the skips when

they broke away.

18579. ¢. You want these manholes to be whitewashed ;—do you think they would require whitewashing

very often? 4. No, one whitewash lasts a long time underground.

18880. @. I will pass over Recommendation No. 17, and come to No. 18—“Instruction to employees

regularly on the means of escape.”  Towhich the Northern District requires to be added: * That proper

machinery be kept at the second shaft outlet to lift all employees to the surface within one hour.”” What

have you to say to that Recommendation ;—in what way would you have the men instructed? 4. They

could be instructed by the Manager or the deputies.

18881. ¢. How often should they be instructed ? 4. Tt all depends how the men are working. If they

are not new starters it would not be g0 necessary as with new starters,

15852, . Once every cavil?  A. I think that would do.

15853, . There has been a suggestion that the turns in the road should be whitewashed, with an arrow

poiuting in the direction of the outlet

18884 Alr. Rubertson.] That was an alternative suggestion.

18885, Mr. Lysaght.] Q.1 am including it now in the general recommendation? A.The men would

know which way to travel if there were an indication on the wall.

. 18856, ¢. Regarding the second portion of the recommondation, that machinery should be kept at the
sccond shaft outlet ¥ A, T think that is nothing but right and proper, and the Act provides for it now to

some extent.

18887. . What cxperience have you had with regard to delay in getting hack to the surface? 4. T have

known threc instances where men have been detained longer than a reasonable time in the mine through

defects in the haulage.

18888. ¢. Recommendation No. 19 is—* Coal Mines Act to forbid a black-list of employecs being kept

and penalising improper prevention of discharged persons obtaining cmployment.”  Can you say anything

in support of that recommendation? 4. As far as the district in which I'am is concerned, there is not

any proof that there is a black-list, but many men are of opinion that there is such a thing. They have

no actual proof, because they would have to go to the Manager to get it, and they cannot get any proof

from the Manager. T can give you a case of great suspicion that only happened within the last montb,

that causes men to think that there is something init. .

18589. ¢. Yes? 4. Two men were sent to a Manager to ask for employment, and the Manager recom-

mended them to go to another Manager, This second Manager gave them a start, and they actually

started; but at 2 o’clock the following day the Manager told them there was some mistake, and that they

could not start there, and they had to go to another colliery. When they asked for work at this other

colliery the Manager said, “Oh, I am not the Manager, you had better see my brother.”” That was after

having been told that they could start at that colliery. Tt was thought that thero was a black mark

against them, and that that was the reason why they could not get work.

155990. (. Had they taken any prominent part in trades-unicnism ? A, T cannot say that. But T can give

you another reason. I'had occasion to go to the Referee Court to give evidence azainst a company.

Since that time they have never given me work. I asked them the rcason why, but they wouid not tell

me ; but I am only victimised at the three colliesics belonging to that company.

18891, @. Do you think that a provision like that they have 1 America would have any good effect? . T

should certainly say that a provision like that you have read to me from ihe Mining Law of Iowa, upon

page 271 of Abel, would be of great service.

18592. ¢. Would it conduce to men taking a freer hand in reporting defects in management, and enable

them to fecl that they could do so with some security? 4. Certainly it would give men more liberty in

reporting particulars of any cases which they might meet with.

15848, ¢). Do you know as a fact that men are afraid to report dangers which they observe for fear of

dismissal ? 4. Well, I would not like to say. ’

16894, Q. Is there anything else you can say on this matter? 4. No.

18595. ¢. Recommendation No. 20 is—* That safety-lamps not to be unlocked for shot-firing” ? 4. That

provision is earried out at our colliery. T know that the practice is a dangerous one, 18896.
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18393, (. I now come to the recommendation which has been specially framed by the Delegate Board of
the Northern District, it is No. 21, and is as follows:— That the miners of this district have the power to
recomnend for appointment an Inspector for their respective distriets”? 4. We are of opinion, seeing
that our lives depend upon the Inspector, we should have a right to recommend the appointment of that
Inspector. We have practically to work under him, and the safety of our lives depends upon a practical
man being appointed.

18597, (. Do vou know of any person who, in your opinion, was not a practical man who has been
appointed? 4. No, I do not.

18898. Q. T take it that this suzgestion implies, in addition to recommending the appointment, that the
appointment should be confirmed, in the absence of some valid reason against it? A. Unless there is
some valid reason that the Inspector we recommended shoull not be appointed we consider that he ought
to be appointed. We consider that we ouzht to have the right in the interests of the miuing
community.

18899. (. Recommsndation No 22 is—“That a red light be carried on the front of trains or set on
engine planes, or other self-acting inclines”? 4. Iam in favour of that, as it is wanted to denote danger
to travelling miners, so that if skips are coming they can get out of the road.

18900. ¢. Reeommendation No. 23 is—“ That a clanse be inserted in the Act whereby better sanitary
arrangements should be adopted in all mines where workmen are employed’? 4 I amin favour of that.
The sanitary arrangements above ground are very good, but underground, where 200 or 300 men are
employed, there are no arrangements at all, and matters are extremely unsatisfactory.

18901, ¢. Do you suggest any remedy ? 4. In some coal-mines they have certain places which the men
can use, for the purpose, and the matter is brought out of the mine.

18902, Q. With regard to Recommendation No. 24— That in our opinion the management of a mine
should not interfere with the right of an employee to go out ¢f the mine when he deewms fit.” The
President has ruled that this does not come within the scope of the inquiry; but are there any other
matters which you desire to mention? 4. No.

JOHN PATERSON was sworn, and examined, as under:—
Examination-in-chief by Mr. Lysaght :—

18903. Q. Whatis your name? 4. John Paterson.

1890k . What are you? .. A miner, working at the Seaham Colliery.

18903. (). Are you a member of the Delegate Board of the Colliery Employees Federation of the Northern
Distriet ? 4. Yes,

189%5. @. You have considered these rccommendations, and are prepared to give evidence upon them?
4. Yeos.

13907. Q. With rezard to Recomtendation No. 1-—“That Managers, under-managers, deputies, and shot-
firers should hold certificates of competency by esamination, and have five years’ practical mining
experience before being eligible for their respective positions.” To this the Newcastle District desires to
add: “ And all examinatious to De in the State of New South Wales.”” Can you say anything in support
of that ? .. In support of that statement I would say that the safety of the men and also the safety of
the mine is to a large extent dependent upon the Manager, and it is therefore necessary to have
certificated men in charge. T may add that it is known in connection with examinations that one man
left this Colony and went Home and gained a first-class certificate after he had failed here.

18933. Mr. Bruze Smith.] (. A first-class certificate as Manager ? . Yes.

13909. Mr. Robertson.] (). Have vou any doubt of the fact that @ man may not be able to gain sufficient
kuowledge here, but might be able to obtain that experience in the British coal-fields, and pass an
examination there? .. It may appear that way, but why should we have any connection with the British
coal-fields, and why should a certificate granted in England have anything to do with the coal-fields here.
18910. 10. Have you had any experience in the British coal-fields? 4. I have worked a good many
years there.

18911. Q. There are a good many systems of working coal there, and a good many defects which we do
not meet with here, and, therefore, men studying there, or following their profession in the British
coal-fields, will be better qualified than if they are confined to a study of the coal-fields in this Colony ?
4. 'l}‘Ihe fact to my mind is—he could not pass an examination here—if he could why had he any need to
go Home,. ‘

18912. (. Because probably he could not gain sufficient expericnce here? . He may have gone Home to
gain experience. 1t may appear in that way.

18913, Mr. Lysaght.] . Do you wish to say anything further in support of this recommendation?
4. No, nothing further than I have already said —becausz the safety of the men and of the mine depend
upou the Manager, a certificated man ought to be in charge of the mine.

18914, ©. Do you kuow of any cases where, in your opinion, deputies or shot-firers have been appointed
who are incompetent ? 4. Iiicompetent—it is a very difficult matter to say. So far as T am aware, I am
not in a position to say whether men are incompetent or not. If you mean that a competent man must
hold a certificate, then I do know of men who are acting as deputies who do not hold a certificate.

. 18915. Q. Apart from the holding certiicates, do you know of men who are incompetent, through lack of
experience or otherwise? 4. No. ’

18916, @. Recommendation No. 2 is—* Tuspectors be vested with absolute power to order the use of
safety-lamps.”  This is opposed by your Northern District as it stands, but it is suggested : *“ That where
a doubt exists about safety-lamps going into a mine, that the Inspéctor and District Inspector appoint a
third party, the three persons named to be an Arbitration Court to settle the question whether safety-lamps
are to go into the mine or not.” The Chief Inspector has suggested that the matter should be referred to
arbitration ; and that, pending arbitration, the Inspector should have power to order the Manager to put
safety-lamps into the mine ;—would that meet with your approval ? 4. Yes.

18917. ¢. Recommendation No. 3—* Ventilation by furnace prohibited, and fans substituted”? 4. Yes,
I believe in that,

18918. . Do you know of any place where a furnace has proved inadequate to ventilate a mine? 4. No,
I do not know of any case personally. 15919.
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18919. Q. You base your recommendation on gencral knowledge? 4. Yes.

18920. (). Recommendation No. 4—“ Waste workings {o be absolutely scaled off, and surrounded by
retura airways, for fear of emissions; such return airway not to come in contact with intake.” Your
Boarl opposes this, owing, as the, say, to it beiny imprasticable ;—what do you suggest? A I suggest
that these workings,as for as practicable, ought to be aired by a supply of their own, so thal no emissions
would be carried away to any other part of the mine. The split ought to be quite scparate, and have no
connection with the intake current. '

18921. Q. In case of the intake airway passing a goaf, would you have that side of the goaf scaled off ?
4. Certainly.

18922, Q. Recommendation No. 5 is— All places except prospecting drives to have cut-throughs not
more than 30 yards apart”? 4. Yes, I am in favour of that.

18923, (. It has been suggested that cut-throughs at distances of 30 yards apart would weaken the roof
and conduce to erecps P 4. Where I am working there are 33-yard cut-throughs, and there is not a stick
of timber in the mine; and there is nno sign of a ereep there.

18924, Q. What is the depth of the strata over the mine? 4. Between 500 ani €00 feet.

18925. (. Do you think that cut-throughs would have any cffect in bringing on creeps? 4. None, in
my opinion. ' .

18926. Q. Do you find in bralticing, if, in the absence of cut-throughs, long lengths of brattice are used,
that the ventilation is deficient ? 4. 1 believe so, for the simple reason that brattice cannot be put up so
as to make the air go straight to thiat particular part of the mine where it is wanted. 'We ought to have
the current on the face where is intended to go, but, owing to defects in the brattice, it is dilficuls to get
it there.

18927. . In practice, 1t has been found to lead to deficient ventilation? 4. Yes.

18928. (. I pass over Recommendation No. 6, and come to Recommendation No. 7, which is—¢ Montlly
examination and report by deputies and Distriet Inspectors with the hiydrogen flame’ ; to which T am
adding the words, * by the Manager or under-manager.” Do you approve of that 7 4. T do.

18929. . Do you intend that the hydrogen lamp shall be used only in cases where the safety-lamp las
been unable to detect gas? 4. Yes.

18930. . Recomwendation No. 8 is—* A minimum of 500 eubic feet of air per minute to be provided
for every horse, instead of 100 as at present;” to which the Northern District Board desires to add,
“ Not less than £00 cubic feet of air per minute for each man and boy.” In practice, have you found the
minimum provided by the present Act suflicient? 4. So far as my opinion goes, it is insufficient.

18931. (). Recommerdations Nos. 9 and 10 are passed over. Recommendation No. 11 is—“ Weekly
measurements of air in each section, and report thereon sent to Inspeetor”; to which your Board desires
to add, “instead of monthly, as at present.” Now, where shoutd the measurement be taken? 4. At the
working faces.

18932, Q. Supposing the anemomcter will not record at the working face, what wonld you say 7 4.1
should say that the men were not getting sufficient air.

18953. (. I understand that the instrument used to test the air will not record at the face ;—do you want
the register taken as near to the face as the znemometer will take it? 4. Yes.

18913}. . Is taking the air at the split any indication of the air that is eirculating at the working faces?
4. No.

18935. . Recommendation No. 12 is—% An exira supply of safety-lamps and their requisites, equal to
one-third of the number of persons employed below ground, to be kept constantly in order and ready for
use.”  Mr. Bower has suggested that there should be a minimum of twenty lamps kept at-each mine,
and that an additional twenty lamps should be kept for each 100 men employed below ground. Does that
meet with your idea as being a suitable provision? 4. Yes.

18936. (. Recommendation No. 13 1s—* Travelling and haulage roads and other places necessary to be
properly watered 5 to which the Northern District Board desires to add, “ All travelling, main, and horse
roads to be 6 feet high.”” As regards watering, what do you say? 4.1 say that wherever watering is
required it should take place all over—the sides and the roof, and not on the floor alone.

18937. (. Has it been the practice in your collicry to water the sides and the roof ¥ 4. No.

18938. Was it the practice before the Kembla disaster to water the travelling road in your colliery ?
A. Not generally.

18939, ¢. With regard to the travelling roads being 6 feet high, what have you to say 7 4. I say that
that is a matter which I look upon as being a necessity. Where I am working now, taking the average,
on the engine plane, it will not average over 5 feet in height; and a man travelling along that road,
carrying tools to work with, and tucker and bottle, it is a burden to him to get to work. In fact, men
are almost knocked out when they get to their work. That is the reason why men should have a proper
road to walk along. i :

18940, @. In addition, would it not also assist the ventilation if the main roads are 6 feet high? 4. Yes.
18941, . Recommendation No. 1t is—* Managers should be compelled to give more personal time and
attention to the management of the colliery.” What, in your experience, has been the attention given
by the Manager to your colliery ? 4. I an sure that it is very seldom T see the Manager down at the
colliery where [ am working at present. I believe that the Manager ought to visit the mine often, and
in so doing ho would see many things that would be of advantage to him as Manager, and zlso to the
Company. Many little matters also would be brought under his personal observation, and there will be
less friction in connection with the working of the mine from time to time,

18942, . How ofter do you think the Manager ought to go into the mine {o make inspection? 4. Two
or three times a week.

18943. (). What has been your expetience? 4. Oh, T only sce him two or three times a year.

18944, (. What is the name of that colliery? 4. The Seaham Colliery.

18945, ). Recommendation No. 16 is—* Size of manholes to be enlarged”?  A. With regard to this matter
I think that on engine planes wherve ropes are running it is necessary that there shonld be greater
precautions taken to prevent aceidents. The present macholes are not far enough back nor yet high
cnough. I would have them G feet high, 6 feet deep, aud 8 feet wide. They should not be too wide, or
clse 1t would allow the skips to get into them.

189 46.
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18916. (). The Northern District recommends that they should also be whitewashed. How often would 1t
be required that that whitewash should be renewed? 4. T do not know ; but if itis required once a week
I wonld renew it.

18947. (). Recommendation No. 18 is—“Instruction to employees regularly on means of escape.” The
Northern District Board has added the following: “That proper machinery be kept at the second shaft
outlet to lift all the employces to the surface within one hour” In what way would you have the
employees instructed on the means of escape ? 4. In the event of any disturbance of the ventilation, or
any more explosions taking place, my own expericnce is that the men will always rush back the way
which they have been nsed to walk. Tt might be 1hat if the men were instructed in the different outlets
that they would be able to break through any trouble which occurred and escape, and in that way life
would be saved in many instances.

18948. . Who would you have to give them the instruction? .. I think men who can go thoroughly
into the matter.

18949. @. Who do you say, the deputies? 4. Yes.

18950. 4. How often would you have them instructed? 4. Once a month.

18951. @. In addition to instruction by deputies, do you think that it would be well to have the outlets
marked with whitewash, so that the men would be able to distinguish the road out? 4. You mean marks
indicating the way out? I may say that we have approached our Manager in connection with that very
matfer.

18952. Q. What answer did he give you? . Ile sai} that he would think the matter over, and ses if he
could approve of it.

18933. @. With regard to the recommendation of machinery? 4. With regard to the recommendation
that machinery should be kept at the second shaft for the purpose of helping employees out of the mine,
cases have come under my notice where men have been kept in the main shaft for a couple of hours
waiting to be taken up. If there was machinery which could lift them up in an hour, the men would be
out of the mine an hour sooner, and that, in the case of a serious explosion, would mean that we should
have a better chance of our lives.

18954. (. Recommendation No. 19 is—*“ The Coal-mines Act to forbid a black-list of employees being
kept, and penalising the impreper prevention of discharged persons obtaining employment.” Do you
Jknow of any instance of a black-list in your district? 4. Well, it is a pecuiiar thing, but there is some-
thing equal to it, call it what you like.

18955. . What is the effect of it? 4. Not wanied.

18956. . You know that somsthing prevents men from getting employment if they are objectionable to
the proprietors ? A, Yes.

18957. @. Do you think that if it were provided that the management should be compelled to state in
writing the reasons for dismissing a man, that would tend partly to get over the evil? . I believe it
would if they wonld be honest.

18938. . Do you know of any cases where persons have been victimized in your district? 4. Yes; I
know of eases where it is believed perzons have been victimised. You may call it what you like. The
difficulty is to get at the bottom of the matter. I know on the occasion of one strike there was a little
bit of trouble, and when the matter subsided and the men went throngh the office, the word was pass o,
pass on, and no one knew until the cavil-sheet came out whether they were on it or not. T was working
with a mate—he got on and T did not. I went to the Manager, and asked him why I was not put on,
and told him I was a good citizen and had always done my work properly, but he never told me why it
was. e declined to give a reason—be closed up.

18959. €. Do you think that a provision in the law requiring the management to state in writing the
reasons for dismissing 2 man would be efficient? . Ves. .

£960. Q. If such a provision were in force you think it would give men more courage to report what

they see in mines? .. Yes.

18961. @. You know that there is a fear of reporting now, because of a fear of ulterior consequences ?
4. Yes.

18962, . That fear does exist ? 4. Yes.

18963. ¢. Now, I will take the new suggestions. The Northern miners have suggested that the miners
should have the power to recommend the appointment of Inspectors for their respective districts ?
31. That is a good recommendation, and skould meet the wants of both the Managers and the men in this
istrict,

18964. Q. Your recommendation infers that in the absence of any valid reason the recommendation should
be confirmed ? 4. Yes,
18965. . I suppose you agree with recommendation No. 22—that red lights ought to be carried on the
front of trains? 4. Yes, I approve of that.
18966. @. And Recommendation No. 28 Recommends that better sanitary arrangements should be made
in c?n(;lection with mines? 4. T can certainly say that better sanitary arrangements arc very badly
needed.

18967, Ilis Ionor.] T think that this latter matter comes within the scope of the Commission, and T
think it is a matter which certainly requires attention. New South Wales generally is in a very horrible
state as regards sanitary arrangements, and as an instance of this we have this great outbreak of typhoid
fever at Coonamble.
18968, Alr. Lysaght.] .1 may say that with regard to Recommendaiion No. 24 that the management
should not interfere with the richt of an employee to leave the mine, the Commission is of opinion that
this is 2 matter which does not come before them. .
18969. AMr. Bruce Smith handed in the papers in connection with the ercep in the Hamilton Mine, and
the papers were marked Eakibit No. 84 o
[The Commission ut 410 pw adjourned until 11 o’clock on the following Monday.]
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MONDAY, 23 FEBRUARY, 1903.
[The Commission met at the Treasury, Macquarie-street, Sydney.]

Present—
C. L. R. MURRAY, Ezq., D.C.J. (Presmpuxt).
D. A, W. ROBERTSON, Esq, Cowissiosrn. | D. RITCITLE, ¥sy, Coamizsroxen,

Mr. Brace Smith, Barrister-at-Law, instructed by Mr. Weod, Crown Solicitor’s Office, appeared on behalf
of the Crown.
Mr. A, A, Atkinson, Chief Inspector of Coal-mines, assisted Mr. Bruce Snith,

Mr. C. G. Wade, Barrister-at-Law, instructed by Mr. G. J. Barry, appeared on behalf of the Mount Kembla
Coal and Oil Company (Proprictors of the Mount Kembla Mine).

Mr., J. Garlick, Secretary to the Commission, was present to take shorthand notes of tle evidence and
y P
proceedings.)

Me. A. E. O. SELLERS was sworn, and examined, as under :—
Examination-in-chief by Mr. Wade :—

18970. @. What is your full name? 4. Alfred Brnest Oswald Sellers.

18971, (). What are you at present? 4. Manager, South Bulli and Bellambi Mines,

18972. (). How long have you been there? 4. Since the beginning of this year.

18973. . Have you been Manager elsewhere besides South Bulli? 4. Yes, at Corrimal, for four years,

less six weeks.

18974. (). Do you know anything about the Metropolitan Mine? . Yes; I was there also for eight

years and a-half, T think.

18975. (. What position did you oceupy then? A. Surveyor and general assistant to Mr. Robertson.

18976. (). How many years’ expericnce have you had of coal-mining altogether ? .1. I have been connected

with mines for nearly nineteen years, I think.

18977, . How long have you known Mount Kembla Mine? 4. T saw Mount Kembla, first of all, in

1890 ; but I have been there three times since then.

18978. Q. From what you knew of Mount Kembla, was there anything that would lead you to say it

was a gassy mine—I am speaking now of the time anterior to the 3lst of July, 18027 .. No; my

impressions about Mount Kembla were that 1t was not 2 gassy mine.

18979. @. And, as to its being a dusty miine or not, could you say anything about that? 4. I could not

say 1t was a dusty mine, because Mount Kembla is one of the wettest mines in the district. It had a

tair amount of water, and they had a lot of drainage schemes there to get rid of the surplus water; and

those facts, and the number of pumps they had working, indicated to me that it was in a tair condition of

damp; it had an excess of water. T had only been in Mount Kembla once before the explosion; that

was in the beginning of 1900 ; and that visit would indicate to me that it was nota dusty mino; you

could not call it a dusty mine what I saw of it then.

18980. @. You said just now you had been to Mount Kembla several times? A, Yes.

18981, . Do you mean you had only been inside the mine once? . Only been inside the mine onece.

18982, (). But you had been to the mine ? 4. T had been to the mine several times.

18983. (. You have had an opportunity of seeing the general equipment and working of the mine ?

A. Yes, the day I went there I went to look into that matter particularly, with the idea of adopting at

Corrimal some of the systems in operation there. )

18984. @. What do you say of the equipment? 4. Speaking generally, I was very well satisfied with

what T saw there on that visit,

18985. . When did you first go inside the mine after the disaster? 4. We went straight there from the

Arbitration Court, -

18936. (. By “we” you mean a lot of Colliery Managers ? 4. Yes, alot of us went together ; and we

went fairly quickly, as quickly as we could go, and got in with as little delay as possible.

18987. (). You were more or less engaged in the work of rescuing? 4. Yes; we wenb on exploration

work first of all.

18988, . What parts of the mine were yon in on that first night-——Thnrsday night? 4. The late

Mr. Kater and T, first of all, went into the left-hand travelling road to the main straight, to where that

bridge was.

18939. (). To the junction of the No, 1 Right? 4. And the travelling road. We went down that hill,

and went along then as far as the junction of No. 1 haulage road with the main straight haulage road.

Then we came back and got on the other side of this drop, where this bridge was, on to the travelling

road leading to the No. 1 district; and we went down and came across Mr. Robertson, who had Inspecter

Bates and Mv. Nelson; but before we got to Mr. Robertson we met a man whom 1 have found out since

to have been named Smith ; and we went on and came across Mr. Robertson, who had Mr. Bates and the

under-manager, Mr. Johnson, and Mr. Ritchie were with him, I think.

18990. . I do not want the details. That was in the early part of the afternoon, before dusk ? 4. That

was before dark.

18991, @. I only want to know generally what sections of the mine you were in? 4. Then we eame out,

and went out with Bates a certain distance. I had telephoned for pit clothes from Corrimal ; and I went

out and got these clothes, and went in with Kater again.  'We went down that travelling road and got

on to the engine road somewhere near the 4th Right ; and we went on as far as the 4th Left. T did not

feel oo well then, and eame back and went out that travelling road that leads to Purcell’s Daylight, and
) had
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hala rest out there, T tnen wentin again on what they eall the er.ss-eut rope road, back down the
5th Right, and from that point erossed out again down the travelling 10ad way.

1899z, Q. No. 1 traveiling road ? 4. Yes, out.

18993. . Did anything strike you as noticeable at that stage ? 4. ITn what way do jou mean ?

1899L. (. As to temperature ? 4. The miue was fairly warm, but the air was not very bad. We could
get along fairly well. The worst part of the air was down on that engine road, somaewhere opposite the
4th Right. The 4th Right was very hot. We went up there. Some of the people who were with us
wanted us to go up to look for bodies. I came to the conclusion thet if we went up there we could not
get back ; so we did not pursce it.

18925. ). How far did you go up the 4th Right? 4. We were in the travelling road th:n; and we went
up 4 or 5 yards from it; and it was too strong then.

15995, ¢. Four or 5 yards up the 4th Right from the No. 1 main travelling road? 4. Yes.

18997. Q. What was the heat like there? 4. It was very oppressive, burnt your eyes and that sort of
thing. I returned then from that place and got on fo the engine road, where there was more air. It
wag hot, you know. The whole mine was in a state of—the moisture, and that sort of thing about, made
the heat very oppressive .

18998. @. Do you remember any of the men you helped to bring out, or found? .. That night we came
across one maun who was sitting on the travelling road some good distance inside ; I do not know the
distance exactly. _

18999. Q. What travelling road ? 4. The No. 1 iravelling road. He was sitting there; he was dead.
We came across him after somebody else had seen him, T think. ITis name, Tunderstand, was Pureell. I
heard that afterwards. :

19000. ¢. That would be in the travelling road somewhere near the 2nd Right? 4. That wouid be the
position, I supposo; about that position.  Somewhere about there. I did not sce any more bodies that
night. We went home about 1080, I think ; I hurt my foot. The next morning we went into the left-
hand eircular haulage district ; and eame across a good number of ‘bodies there.

1900L. @. Do you know a young fellow called Kembla Stafford ? 4. I did not know him, but his body,
when we found it, was identified by some of the party with me.

19002, ¢. Where was he? 4. Ife was sitting down 11 a fairly natural position on the first flat to the
inbye of the flat he was working in ; he was sitting alongside two other men.

19003. Q. Where would that be? 4. T forget the name now, whether it was Price’s or Powell’s Flat, but
it was the first flat inbye of Stafford’s Flat (Price’s Flat).

19004. ). Would that be Powell’s or Price’s Flat? . I do not know ; T get confused in those two names.
19005. Q. He was sitting down, you siy ? A, Yes; alongside two others, just clear of the road—sitting
down quite naturally.

19006. Q. Did you notice any marks about him? 4. Yes; there was a mark on him.

19007. (. What was that? 4, A skin abrasion on the inside of the wrist, and his face was all black; le
was very black. The lower parts of his Lody were exposed, and he was quite black and covered thickly
with coal-dust. )

19003. . Was he wearing a eoat or a shirt? 4. T forget; his arms were bare. I know there were some
prrtion of his arims exposed ; his face was all black also.

19009. . Was the skin on the wrist, where the abrasion was, defached ? 4. Noj it was likeas if it were
pulled off there, and you could see it quite red underneath.

19010, @. Did you see any skin detached anywhere else on his body ? 4. No,

19011. ¢. Did you notice his hair? A, T did not notice it very particularly.

19012, ©. Did you see auything about his hair to iadicate that he had been burnt or singed ? 4. T could
not say; I never noticed that. Ile was sitting down beside two other men who had peactically no marks
on them whatever. They were not evea dirty; they were not peppered. Their faces were elean compared
with Staffard’s,

19013, Q. You subsequently made an inspection of the mine ;—was it on the 4th of Aunzust? 1. On the
Monday we went round to ascertain the cause of the disaster,

19014, Mr. Bruce Smith.] Q. What date was that? . The 4th, probably ; T forget the date.

19015, 2r. [Vade.] (). You were with Mr. Jones and Dr. Robertson? A, Mr. Jones, Dr. Robertson, Mr,
Cook, and, I think, Mr. Rogers, I am not quite sure.

19016. Q. Morrisou? A4, Yes; Morrison also.

19017. Q. Did you make any examinations for firc-damp that day? 4. We did.

19018. . Do you remember where? 4. We went to the face at Nees’ and Stafford's headings, There
was 2 doubt about what was discovered there; some could get nothing, but my impressions were that
there was a trace of gas of some sort there.

19019, My, Robertson.] Q. What lamp were you using? 4. T had an ordinary Ashworth-Hebblewhite-
Gray.

19020, @. Then it was the ordinary safety-lamp vou were testing with ? .1, Yes. We wade an examination
in Stafford’s gannon bord also, No. 79 Place ; and with the ordinary lamp we could diseover nothing, but
Mr. McGreachic had told some of the party that on the Saturday night he had founl ! per cent. to & per
cent. there with the hydrogen lamp.

19021, Q. Saturday night would be the 2nd of August? 4. Yes

19022, ¢J. Bnt you got nothing that day ? .. We got nothing.

19023. @. Did you examine anywhere else for gas? 4. We went to Gill's gannon bord—Nos. 83, 84, 85,
and 86 pillars—and we were stopped by an old fall at Gill's bord, opposite the first cut-through, Mr.
J. C. Jones and I together tested, and we could get nothing tith the ordinary oil safety-lamp.

19024 Q. Do you mean that you tried semething else? 4. No; we had not the hydrogen lamp iith us.
My cylinder was exhausted.

19025. Q. Did you try elsewhere for gas that day? 4. At the Jig headings; T think the Inspectors
operated there. ) :

19926, Q. The No. 1 main headings? 4. The Jig headings,

19027. . The face of No. 17 . They reported that there was gas at the top of the first cut-through.
19028. Ar. Bruce Smith.] (. Whom do you mean? 4. Mr, MeGeaehie told us that the Inspector’s party
had discovered gas.

16029.
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19029. . Would you mind naming the Tnspectors? 4. Mr. Atkinson and Mr. IIamble. There were
two parties in.  We met them at that point, and they told us about it.
19030, Alr. Robertson.] The Inspeetors told you? 4. Yes.
19031. ¢). But you said that Mr. McGeachie told you? 4. No; it was the Inspactor’s party we met, and
MecGeachie told us. I have got 1t noted here that McGeachie told us.
19032, Alr. Wade.] (. Did you go up there? 4. No.
19033. ). Have you been and made a further examination to ascertain the cause of this disaster? 4.1
have been there twice since.
19034, (. What weredhe dates ? 4. One date was 18th or [9th September; but I forget what the other
one was. I have a note of it here Tlooked at a note-book]—27th of August,
19035. ¢. You have been all over the mine, have you not? 4. I have been all over the mine to the north
of a straight line connecting the shaft with the tunnel moutk ; but I have not been on that part of the
mine south of the shaft,
19036, . That is where the long-wall workings arc ? 1. 1 have not been there.
19037. Q. Speaking generally—-1 do not want to go into the details at the present time—in what direetion
were the indications of force Letween the 4th Right and the 5th Right ? 4. Iimmediately inbye the
junction of the th Right with the main engine road there is a piece of brattice gone.
19038, ¢ 1 do not want to go into details now. Speaking generally, what do you suy the indications of
force were between the th Right and the 5th Right? .. Going in :
19030, M. Wade.] Your Honor, I have a plan here which I eannot formally prove at the present time ;
but I am going to prove it by and bye. It has been prepared on the same lines as the departmental plan
was ; but it takes in the whole of the faces of the No. 1 Right, which the departmental plan does not.
1f Your Honor will allow me to give evidenco about that now, I will prove it afterwards.
19040. Ilis Honor ] By whom was the plan made ?
19011, Mr. Bade] By Mr., Warburton,
19042, 1lis Honor.] When?
19043, Alr. Wade.] About the same time as the Govermilent officials were making the other plans, I
am going to eall Mr. Warburton. :
190kk. His Honor.] Meantime, there is no objection, I understand, to that plan being used ?
19045, Mr. Bruce Smith.] No.
19016, ALr. Wade.] Mr. Scllers ean verify the information on that plan from his own observation.
Perhaps I micht tender these, your Honor?
19047, Ilis Honor.] They are aditted, subject to Mr. Warburton's being called.
19048, [A plan of the No. 1 Right, between the 4th Right and the 5th Right, was put in and marked
Lrhibit No. 37, prepared by ¥r. Warburton, Surveyor, Mount Nembla Mine.]
19049. [A plan of the 5th Right rope road, showing the No. 1 heading and the adjoining workings of
Mount Kembla Mine, prepared by Mr. Warbnrton, was put in and marked Exhibit No. 38.]
19020. [A plan of the No. 1 Right main level, outbye from the 4th Risht rope road, prepared by Mr.
Warburton, was put in and marked Zwhibit No. 39.]
19051, My, Wadel Q. Take Exhibit No. 38, showing the No. 1 headings and the adjoining workings,
what indications of force did you see in the locality near Morris’ cut-through ? . There is a heap of
canvas at the rorth-cast correr of tle interscet'on of Morris’ working place with {he back heading 5 and
there is canvas there whirled round the props, showing that the force went inbye.
19052, ¢. Tuking the canvas in the cut-throngh itself, what did yeu notice there? 4. T wil hive to gct
my notes lo sce that. [[Vitnecs referred fo « nofe-byok] The canvas was intact on the north side of
Morris” working place.  The props were blackened on the side towards the heading.
19453 . Do you remembier the condition of the faces of No. 17 .1 There is 1.0 sign of any heat at all
in the canvas iside the last cut-through but one ; but inside that cut-through, in the back heading, theve
- i3 a water-bottle that is strapped around the prop.  The water-Dottle is inbve.  The canvas of the screen
at the south-west intersection of the last cut-through and the back healing showed that it lad been
subjeeled to very great heat, a strip about 1 foot wide.
19054 Alr. Itobertson.] . Was not it burnt ? 4. No, it was not destroyed ; but it was very hard baked.
19035, ¢. Was not it in tatters? .. No; but horses going through would fray it. Tt was frayed like
that,
19056. (. There were no Lorses going through there? .. But when horses go through headirgs the
canvas i hung in shects,
10057, s Honor.| (). Was it charred? 4. Tt was charred,  All the substance was not burnt out of
it ; but it was highly charred.
19038 Mr. Robertson.] (. It was fraycd, anvhow 7 1. I do not remember it being frayed (by burning).
199539, ¢. Was it not hanging in tatters ? A, That is not my impression.
19060. His Honor.] (. Which side had the heat come from? .. From outbye. That is my impression.
There was sowe dust and other material on the props south of the last cut-through that had been welted,
forming eoke. .
19961, Mr. Wade] (. Which side was that melted dust on? 4. On the south side, and sometizmes on
the north side.
19062, ¢. Was there much of 1t ? .1, Tt was not very prominent.
19063. /. Could you =ay whether that had been subjected to heat or not; and, if it had, was it a gro. t
amount ¥ L. It was subjeeted to a eertain amount of heat—how much I cannot tell vou.
100Gk ILis Honor.] Q. Perhaps you might be able to tell whetlier it was something short of or up fo
red beat ? 4. 1 should say it would be at least a red heat.
19055, Mr. Wade.] (. Can you speak of heat as distinet from actual flune? 4. No; I do rot think you
cancat ali. I do not pretend to be able to discriminate between heat and actual flame in t!at respeet ;
although the burning of the bark of the props was only skin deep, as it were. There was a lot of bark on
themw, and the burning was not deep m. If there had been much heat, the burning would have exterded
deeper into the props, 1 think.
19066, Ilis Honor.] ). Did the bark of the props actually seem to have Leen partially Lurnt? 4. Yos
the skin of them was burnt, an imperceptible skin.
19067, 2r. Wade.] (. A skin of what? 4. The outer skin of the bark.
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19068. Q. You say an imperceptible skin—does it go any depth at all? 4. No; I took a knife and pared
some of it; with the slightest cut you could get into the unburnt portion of the timber. Some of the
splinters, just like the frays of the timber, were burnt. Tt was more burnt there, where the tinmiber was
splintering.

19069. ¢. In how many places did you see that ? 4. On these props between the two last cut-throughs.
19070. ). Do you mean all the props? 4. No; only some of them. Itwasat certain levels on the props.
19071, Mr. Robertson.] (. What levels do you mean? . Well, it did not extend from the floor to the
roof. '

19072. Ar. Wade.] (. Where would it be ? 4. Nearer the top—1I think within about 3 feet of the top,
19073. (. Did you see anything you could recognise as coked dust anywhere up there? 4. There was
that melted dust: My impression of the props in the front heading was that there was more burning on
this side, going up, than on the opposite side, coming down that is to say, more heat and more deposited
material.

19074. His Honor.] (. That is on the east side, on the eastern row of props ? 4. Yes.

19075. . There was more sign of burning, or of heat, on the south side of those props in the front
heading ? 4. Yes.

19076. Q. And on the other props, on the other side, it was reversed ? . That was my impression.
19077. Mr. Bruce Smith.] . There was more sign of burning? 4. No, not burning; more deposited
melted dust.

19078. Mr. Wade.] ). Take this first cut-through, immediately off the front of No. 1 main heading.
19079. His Honor.] (. Is not that really the northernmost of the line of cut-throughs ? 4. Yes.

19080. Mr. Wade.] It is the line of cut-throughs between Purcell’s and Aitken’s working places.

19081. His Honor.] Q. It is really describable as the northernmost line of cut-throughs? 4. Yes.
19082. My, Wade.] (. There had been a canvas screen across the front heading near the opening of this
cut-through ? 4. Yes; aud we found that at the north-east corner of the western rib.

19083. His Honor.] (). Or at the south-western corner of the intersection ot that line of eut-throughs
with the No. 1 front heading ? 4. And that was dragged down towards the west.

19084, Mr. Robertson.] (. Was not that found round a prop? . It had gone round the corner to the
north-west.

19085. M. Wade.] (. Was that inbye or outbye? 4. That would be inbye.

19086. (). Now, coming to the first cut-through to the first working place, Puarcell's—how was the
ventilation carried up to the face? .. By brattice cloth across the cut-through ; the air would go to the
west.

19087. . The bratiice would be across the cut-through, so as to take the air up to the face; did younotice
how the brattice was which had been across the cut-through taking the air up into bord No. 1057 4. The
canvas that had been across the cut-through we found round a post and a prop that had been driven
inbye ; and then the canvas in the actual working place, which had been only at the back of the props on
the west side, had been moved bodily to the east side of the uext line of props.

19083, . Can you remember anything else there ¥ . No.

15088, (). Any signs of flame ? 4. I cannot say one way or the other.

19090. (. The next bord is No. 88, Tost and Bunn; what- did you notice in regard to that? 4. A piece
of canvas was driven alo wesf, That was fastened in the same way ; and a portion was found further
west down the eut-through.

19991, His Honor.] Q. Was it bronght up against props ? 4. Yes, around props.

19092. (). The southernmost ove round a prop that was lying down? Q. Yes.

19093. (. And the northernmost piece round a prop standing? 4. Yes.

19004. AM» Wade.] (). Do you remember sceing anything of a shirt down there? 4. Yes; we did come
across a shirt down there.

19095. (. Do you remember where it was? .. Not particularly.

19096. (. Taking the place as you go further in towards Aitken’s pillar, what are the directions of force
there ? 4. West.

19097. Mr. Bruce Smith.] They are all in the direction of west ?

19098. His Honor.] Q. From east to west? A, Yes.

19099. Mr. Wade.] . Do you loow where the fire was seen, bord 877 4. All we saw was the ash there,
that is all.

19100. Q. Was anything else left intact there, unburnt, in that locality ? 4. There was distilled dusi just
about this point, in No. 87, on the western rib, immediately opposite tne cut-through to the east, near the
pigsties.

19101. . Did you see any things there that were not burnt? - [ Witaess did not ansiwer. ]

19102. (). There is another line of cut-throughs to the west of No. 1, the first cut-throughs inbye of tle
5th Right? 4. Yes; the first line of eut-throughs to the left inbye of the 5th Right.

19103. (. What are the indications of force iu those? 4. To the west.

19104, (. You know the boy Morrison was found somewhere near the 4th Left? 4. Yes, I have heard
that.

19105. (. It has been said that the ignition may have taken place somewhere near there —near where he
was found ;—now, supposing a volume of air was being driven out from the 4th Right towards the 4th
Left, and thut that volume of air coming out contained explosive gas, what do you think would be the
effect on Marrison’s light if this volume of air was driven up? 4. I should imagine, if the alr was driven
from the 4th Right with auything like force, it would blow his light out. The light would have been
blown ont before the gaseous mixture reached it.

19105. . From what? 4. From the force of the wind preceding the mixture that was ejected from the
4th Right.

19107.00. You mean the light would have been blown out by the air in advance of that which came from
the 4th Right? . Yes.

19108. Q. Adam Frost said that he was half a mile away, near the head of the 2nd Right rope road ; he
said he was partly blown off his feet, and his light was blowi out, but nathing clse happened ;—w hat do
vou think would be the cause of that? .1, Does he say whether his light was Llown out before he heard
the explosion, or was it afterwards ?
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19109. . His evidence was that he then walked 100 yards towards the main road, and then saw smoke
and dust? A I should say that, if the same force put out his light at that point, up there, it would have
blown out Morrison’s Heht. : . .
19110. Alr. Robertson.] Q. But at that point there was supposed to have been an explosion—at th? point
referred to by Mr. Wade the explosion secms to have reached its maximum effeet ;—at Morrison’s light
the explosion had not started ? 1. That is what I'say. If you presuppose a force coming that would
put out Frost’s light at the 2nd Right, it would also put out Morrison’s light. o
19111, @. Why ; do not you scc that we are assuming that the ignition took place at Morrison’s light;
—well, there was no explosion up to that moment? A. Well, of course, if you assume that
[Interrupted].

19112, . We must assume that? 4. If you assume that, of course Frost’s light would be put out by
the foree of the explosion. . ot
19113. Mr. Wade.] (). But that is not what I said ; Frost's light is outbye, and Morrison’s light is inbye.
Supposing a great force came out of the 4th Right and divided, some of it going to Morrison’s place,
and some of it going outbye and up the 2nd Right to where Frost was ——[ Tnterrupted].

19114, His Ilonor.] If it was “some of it.” )

19115. ALr. Robertson.] 1 understood, Mr. Wade, that you were going on the assumption that the
ignition did take place at Morrison’s light. ) .
19116. Mr. Wade.] T am taking the theory put forward that there was an ignition at Morrison’s light.
What I want to argue is that there was a displacement of air which would put Morrison’s light out before
the explosive mixture reached it at all, and I want to show that Frost’s light was put out in the same
way.  Whether it wax an explosion or a rush of air, it went throngh a contined space; and it would tend
to drive the air in front of it as a cushion or pad of air; and that cushion of fresh air would put ont the
light in each case.

10117. M. Ribertson.] But then we have no evidence to show the force of the blast that came out of the
4th Right. It might have been very mild, and have dissipated itself.

19118, Ar. Wade.] T am assuming now that there was a strong blast. T will try afterwards to prove that
there was. 1 will admit that that 1s an assuniption,

19119, . If the gas had ignited anywhere near the 4th Left, where Morrison was found, what would you
expeet with regard to the 4th Left travelling road or rope road ? . I sheuld expect that where there
was an inflammation of gas there wonld be a radiation of forces. ]

19120. ¢. Did you see any sign of that anywhere near where Morrison was found ? 4. Very little force
went down that left heading near the 5th Right,

19121, @. That is inbye ? 4. Yes, comparel with the forces on the main road. There were some forces
went that way; but, speaking relatively to the forces that went in the main road, I should say that the
force that went to the 4th Left was much smaller.

19122, (. Wkat did you sec in the 4th Left? A, There were some debris and other material, speaking
from memory, scattered, from the junetion of the 4th Left with the main road, to the west. But that did
not extend very far; it may be only 20 yards, perhaps, where the evidence is visible.

19123, Q. In the 4th Teft? . In the 4th Left.

19124, (. Did you see any eanvas at the 4th Lelt openings? A, There were some empty skips tossed
abont on the junction—that is, near the 4th Left junction with the No. 1.

19125, @. That was going inbye? .. Yes.

19126. (). Did you see any canvas ¥ 4. T have no notes of any canvas. , )
19127. Q. Now, go to the Morris’ place—you know where their bodies were found, inbye of their
working-place P A. That is right.

19128. ¢. Do you think there could have been an iguition of gas at that point where they were found ?
4. No.

19129. (. Do you think it is at all consistent with the evidence of forces which you saw? 4. No, I
do not.

19130. @. Do you know anything that would take them inside a danger-board, in the ordinary course of
things? 4. No; they have no right to go through a danger-board. T do not see why they should go
there. Their place was in fair working ovder; there were rails there, and materials of that deseription;
and I do not see why they should go up there.

19131. ¢. Do you know how far their bodies were found from the actual face of the No. 1? 4. No, but
a good distance. The position is on that plan [Exkibit 38). [Witness looked at the plan.] About 160
feet, I think. :

19132, (. If there was an explosive mixture of gas at the poing where their bodies were found, how many
cut-throughs from the face would that overlap? 4. One, and nearly two—nearly back to the second
cut-through.

19188, . If there were that quantity of gas back from the face of the back heading, what would you
expect to be the condition of affairs in Purcell’s bord, No. 1052 . I should imagine that, if those places
were foul to that point, it would be foul also in Purcell's place, which was supplied by the same air-
current. There wonld be gas in Purcell’s place, and in those places to the left as well.

19134, ¢). Do you meun to the left, west of Purcell’s ? 4. To the west of Purcell’s.

19135. (. Let us come to the 4th Right for a moment. Do you know, or have you ever heard, of any
fire-damp being found in the roof of any of the southern collieries in the strata above the coal ?
4. Emanating from the strata?

19135, Q. Yes? .. No. i
19137, . Take the 35-goaf. I suppose the ordinary method of working is, first of all, to drive the
headings, anl then to drive the bords, and finally to extract the pillars? . That is so. S
19133, ¢. Supposing there was gas given off when you first opened the headings, what do you think, in
the ordinary course of mining experience, would be the likelihood of gas being found when you came to
the pillars? . 1t would be usually less. The first openings in the virgin coal drain the major portion
of the gas out; and the bords that follow kcep on draining it ; and what is left in the pillars is infinitely
less. The phlars themsclves would not give off gas. In aseam like Kembla, I should say that, even
supposing there had been gas in the headings in swall quantities, there would not be gas in the pillars,
because the drainage was going on all the time.
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19139. Q. And, if the roof fell in the ordinary way, would that have any further tendency to drain the gas
away ? 4. No, I cannot say that. I do not think it would have any bearing on the drainage of gas. I
do not think it would make any difference. )
19140. Q. Well, if this place, the 35-acre goaf, had been four ycars in the course of working, even
supposing there was gas in the coal, would you expect it to be well drained at the end of four years ?
4. Yes, 1 should expect it to be fairly well drained by the time the pillars were being taken out, if not
completely drained. .
19141, Q. From your examinations, which you have made from time to time, of the 4th Right, could you
say whether it was giving off black-damp? .. All ever I got at the 4th Right was black-damp—
extinctive gas.
19142, Q. That was after the disaster? .. Yes; and I made it my business to ask some of ihe men who
used to come round to Corrimal; and worked at Kembla; and they said they had never seen any explosive
gas there, but it was black-damp that they saw ; and that supported my observation. )
19143. . Now we come to that part of No. 1 which was outbye of the 4th Right ;—did you see any sign
of force between the 4th Left and the 4th Right going outbye? 4. No; the forces went from the 4th
Right inbye.
1914+, Q. Was there any indication of any kind of any force going outbye between the 4th Left and the
4th Right? 4. No, not that T saw. The dirt,was driven against a number of rollers, showing that the
blast proceeded from the 4th Right inbye; and the positions of the rollers from some of their frames gave
the same indication to my mind. The skips also, near the 4th Lefr, showed that they went m.
19145. Q. Can you say whether there was any division of forces, any splitting of them; and, if so, where?
4. There was no splitting of forces from the 4th right inbye. )
19146. Q. Where dil you see any split? .. From that point outbye. Irom the 4th Right the forces
were outbye to the tunnel mouth. .
19147. Q. Can you say whether the indications of force were great or mild outbye of the 4th Right ?
4. They were pretty great, | should imagine. A great numbercf the rails, the bars to carry the roof, were
bent and thrown down. :
19148, Q. Iow far from the 4th Rizht could vou trace those bent rails ? 4. We could trace them a
considerable distance—several hundred yards. Tlen, the roof was down in some places on top of its
supports. There were falls that occurred subsequently to the explosion, T suppose, that covered a lot of
the evidences.
19149. Q. You are speaking of rails that were standing? 1. Rails that were visible. And there was a
chock at the3rd Left which showel foree; it was drivenin a westerly direction.
19159. ©. Do you know the size of these rails? A. Yes; 1 suppose they are about GO Ib. to the yard.
19151. @. The length of them? ., 11 feet long and 4% inches broad, and about the same height. ‘
19152, . Have you any idea what the pressure would be that would be sufficient to bend those raits ?
4. No, I have no idea, but I should imagine it would be very great indeed. I never worked that out.
19158. Alr. Robertson.] Q. Yousaid something just now about achock being driven to the west. Are you
quite sure about that ; have vou got your directions vight 7 A. [Afrer looking at the plan] Iskould have
said south-west; and there is a heap of muck that was blown inbye there.
19154, Mr. Wade.] (). Did vou see any canvas near the 4th Right ? A, Yes, we got some canvas on the
engine-road near the 4th Right.
19155, @. On the ground or on a skip? 4. On the grounl.
19156, €. Did you see any other canvas? Did you see any cracks in the rib? 1. On the western rib of
No. 1, outbye from the 4th Right, we came acrass a crevice in the coal with a piece of canvas jambed in.
49157. . Will you mark that on the plan, to show where it is? 4. I think it is on the plan.
19158, (Witness pointed out wheve the position was marked on Exhibit No. 88).
19157, @. Slightly outbye of the 4th Right, in the western rib, in the corner of a manhole? A. Yes.
Morrison, who was with us, explained thut there had been canvas across the 4th Right and the cut-
through to the south of it.
19169. Q. Can you say whether it would require force to plant that canvas in the crack in the rib? A, It
was jambed very tight.
19161, @. Then it would require force? A, Yes.
19162, ¢. Great force? 4. Yes; T would imagine the foree would be very considerable.
19163. . How do you account for the indications of foree vou saw outbye of the 4th Right, as to where
the motive power came from? 4. From the 4th Right, T think.
19164. . Can you account for it in any other way than by its coming from the 4th Right? 4. No; I have
been thinking the thing out, and that is the conelusion I have come to, that it must have come from there.
That is clearly a divisional point between the two forces; one lot goes in and the other lot goes out from
the junction of the 4th Right with the main No. 1 engine rozd,
19165. Q. Do you know whether, in the case of a gas explosion—from your reading, of course—if the timber
is displaced for any great distance from the point of origin? .. My impressions of a gas explosion, from
my reading, are that the burning is much more intense than I saw it in Kembla, and that the forces are
more of a shattering nature, stronger, more rending.
19166, Mr. Ritchie.] (. That is your impression from reading? 4. Yes.
19167, Alr. Wade.] (. Thatis not quite the question I asked you. The question I asked you was this:
When timber is disturbed by a gas explosion, do vou find that disturbance any great distance from the
point of origin ? 4. That would depend upun the amount of gas ignited, and upon the initial force; but
a gas explosion develops more energy than, say, a coal-dust explosion; and the force would be greater.
19168, @. On page 115 of Atkinsons’ book on ** Explosionsin Coal Mines,” speaking about some theory
advanced, of a blast passing over long distances from the poiut of origin along a road, not in an explosive
condition, it is said :

Tt appears to the writers that the resilient properties of columns of air in the narrow passages of a mine are such
that no great force cau be exerted at any considerable distance away from where actual expansion due to combustion takes
place. A moderate force may be exerted some distance away ; but violence sufficient to cause death or displace timbering
does not appear to extend many yards from the actual explosion.

Assuming that that statement is correct, can you account for this bending of the iron bars hundreds of
yards away as being corsistent with a gas explosion? 4. Oh, no.
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19169. @. You say you have come to the conclusion that the force came out of the 4th Right, and that it
was o strong force 7 4. Yes.
19170. . Can you say whether a fall of roof in the tth Right would tend to set up a great force, or tend
to drive out air from the 4th Right at a great speed? . It would, if the fall was large enough. ‘
19171, (. Assuming that there was a space of about & feet between the roof and the floor for the time
being, and there was about 40 yards squareof roof coming down, have you any approximate statement of what
velocity would be developed ? A, You could get veloeity up to 700 miles an hour, after making an allowance
for air escaping to the surrounding goaf.
19172, (. Supposing the whole of the air which was displaced by a fall of the root had be2n driven out by
the 4th Right road, have vou made any caleulation at all as t) wrat veloeity would be obtiined uider
those couditions ? .1, Of course there is a lot of speculation about caleulations of that sort.
19173, Q. Have you done that? 4. Yes.
19174 Q. You say the clement of speculation will come in, and you are assuwming that a certain amount
of air will eseape into the goat, and not be driven ont? 4. Exactly.
19175, . What allowance do you make for that possibility P A, Fifty per ceut. of the whole.
19176, €. Do you know what pressure that would give in the 4th Right? 4. You geta pressure of a good
many pounds to the square inch.
19177, (. llow many ¥ A. Thirty oddl—thirty-five, or something like that.
19178, (. Have you worked that ont? 4. Yes,  Of cowrse. as I'say, vou know it is quite speculative.
19179, Mr. Bruce Switi.] Th's ail depends, Your Honor, on how it falls; ir may dribble down.
19180, IWitness] My ealenlation is not based en the root dribbling, but on its falling solidly.
10181, Mr. IWade] (). What is your assumption with regard to the way the roof falls? .l That depends
a lot upon the conditions of the Toof. T woticed in Kembla that the roof is a very strong roof in that
particular part of the mine, and with falls as great big slubs, or great big flakes; and 1 should imagine it
would fall very heavily, from what I saw of the falls not far off that place.
19182, (. Is there any other way you can aceount for foree that was shown as coming out of the 4th
Right except by a foree caused by a fall ol the roof 2 .1. No. The position apprars to me in this way—
a force eame out of there which split.  That foree in itself has had a great propulsive power, and has
shifted and moved and left evidences of its track ; and I think that, with sulficieut power to move those
stoppages, the force of the wind would have blown out all lights in the vieinity.
19183, Mr. Ritchie] (. Where do you say it split? .. At the 4th Right,
1918 L Mr. Wade] Did you sce any evidence, or liave you heard of any evidence, of there being a gas
explosion which initinte 1 at the 4th Right # A, No, 1 cannot say that I have. No bedies were got near
there, so far as I heard., There was nobody working there, so fur as I know.
19185, (. That being so, yeu sce no other alternative than a gis explosion at the {th Right to cause the
indications of forces, or the displacement of air without an explosion? . No; I'should say that one
(the displacement of air) appears to me, from the evidence that T have seen, to be the correct conclusion.
19136. (. Take the apjcarance vou saw against the scatings of the rollers—the dust heaped up.  What
does tiat indicate to your mind? . It would indicate the track of a blust in that direction.
19187, (). What kind of blast? L. A shower of debris —enrth, and coal, and slack and stuff.
19188. (. By what force? 4. By this propulsive force out of the 4th Right, afterwards augmented by.
the explosion of the coal-dust.
19189, (. Did you find any indication of that same sweeping of the dust against the roller seats outbye
as well as inbve? . Yes; it gathered force as it went outbye.
19190, ¢. You say you worked out that your draught at 70J miles an hour would produce a pressure of
how much? .. 33 Ib, per squave inch,
19191, M. Robertson] . Is that so? A, Yes; assuming it falls about 44 yards square, 4 ft. 6 in. high,
and 50 per cent. eseape, and with that orifice of passage from the edge of the goaf to the return airway,
there is a suflicient pressure to give that veloeity —700 miles an hour.
19192, (). What is the time factor? 4. Well, I took the roof falling 4 fect. I found the time it would
fall from the formula, that the time equals the square root of the distance of falling divided by 161 in
geconds.
19193, Q. Practically less than instantaneous? A, Yes; it comesto 'S of a second. Well, in that period
there is a certain displacement; and, assuming 59 per cent. of that to go back and 50 per cent. to come
out, you get a body of air propelled out at a certain velocity of feet per minute through an air-passage
of a certain area.
1919t . What area did you take P 4. 72 square feet.
19193, . Twelve by six ? 4. Yex. ’
19196, Llis Honor.] . Donotyou see that that body of air, starting in that way, being projected by this—
what you may call a jerk—from behind, has an immediate tendency to be blocked in front, and to cease
to operate forward ¥ . No.
19197. (). Do not you see that it is not like a solid projectile; its operation in a straight line forward
would die out in a’very short distance if not reinforceld by something else? 4. Yes; and the reinforce-
ment comes in.
19198. Q. Where does it come from, except from a dust explosion ? . Yes; that pressure gives a certain
temperature, which wounld iguite dust spontaneously,
19199. (. So you believe in the dust explosion ? .1, Oh, certainly, from those conditions.
19200, M. Wade.] (). Now we come to the temperature of the goaf. You know those investigations by
Professor Bedson with regard to the iznition of coal-dust at a temperature of 291 degrees? 4. Yes;
the figures are something like that. 1 have it here [reading from a book]: * From the coal-dust alone the
ignition took place at a temperature of 291 degrees Falwenheit, and the mass finally glowed with a dull
red heat.”
19201, . From what point is that taken ® A, They do not give the iitial temperature ; but that is the
total temperature, 201 degrees.
19202, Mr. Robertson ] (). At what pressure ? 1. That is cqual to a pressure of 8367 lls. per square inch.
19208, Mr. Wade] (. That is an increase of temperature from the starting-point of how mueh? 4. An
increase of 228 degrees.
19204, Q. Above what point? 4. The starting-point is not given here.
19200.
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19205. His Honor.] (). Thatis the increment of temperature due to the increment of pressure from 15 Ib.
per square inch 1o 387 Ibs. per square inch ¥ 4. Yes, from atmospheric pressure.

19206, Mr. Wade.] (. Are not they taken from G0 degrees? 4. Yes; it is about 60 degrees; but I do
not seem to be able to find it in this book. I think that may be about the temperature of Professor
Bedson’s laboratory.

19207. @. It 1s an inerease of 228 degrees ? 1. Yes.

19208, ¢. What would you say was the starting temperature in the 4th Right on the day of the cxplo-
sion? 4. I suppose between 60 and 70 degrees—say 70 degrees.

19209. ¢. How would you fix upon that? 4. I assume that because, to my mind, it seems to me a fair
temperature for a goaf—about 70 degrees. It may hive been less in Kembla,

19210, Q. Would the goaf be cooler or hotter thau the ordinary parts of the mine ? . The heat would
be more apparent in the goaf. Tt would be about the rock temperature—about the same temperature as
the rocks around it—about 70 degrees.

19211. Q. Would the presence of carbonic acid gas bave any effect on it? 4. I did not take that into
account in these experimnents.

19212, Q. Your caleulations were made on the assumpiion that the earbonie acid gas makes no difference ?
4. Yes.

19213. @. You say that a blast of 700 miles an hour would give a pressure of 367 Ibs. per square ineh,
which gives an increase of temperature of 223 degrees Fahrenheit; and, adding that to the starting-
point, the temperature of the goaf, 70 degrees, you get suflicient to reach the 291 degrees Falirenheit ?
4. Yes.

19214. @. Supposing you have the air driven along, either at that temperature, 291 degrees, or, say,
slightly below it, what would be the effect on the air when it got to the dead ends at the face of No. 1
Right? A There would be a certaln amount of air driven in front of the blast, and that would be com-
pressed, I presume.

19215. Mr. Roberison.] (. MayI ask at what point you caleulate that the 291 degrees temperature would
be reached ;—at the orifice from No. 4 Right? 4. Yes.

19216. (). Between that and the travelling road? 4. Yes.

19217, ALr. Wade.] ). Liet us come to the face of No. 1 Right again for a moment :—supposing the dust
was driven forward at a great temperature up to the fice of No.1 Right, the air in front would be
compressed ? A, Yes.

19218. Q. Would that help the matter abt all? 1. Tt would help the oxidation of the dust, and the
yielding of more flame and more heat ; and there would be an Increase in the intensity of the glowing
mass.

19219. @. Do you think that would account for what vou saw in the way of distilled or partially-coked
dust 1u the face of No, 1 heading? 4. Yes, I should say so.

19220. ¢. Aud what about the brattice which you saw at the last cut-through in the No. 1 back heading?
4. It would account for the cvidence of heat on that brattice-cloth, too, I should saxy.

19221, Q. You say you saw some coked dust near the locality of that fire in bord No. 87?7 4. There was
some coked dust spattered on the ribs in that vieinity ; 1 caunot say the exact spot. There were some
globules of coked dust there; that is the best evidence of coking I saw in the whele of Kembla.

19222, Mpr. Robertson.] (). What do you understind by coking? 4, That the dust meltcd.

19223, ¢. That 15 not coking? 4. 1t was porous, the same as eoke,

19224, . Can you deseribe what coke is 7 .1, Coke is coal that lws been subjected to great heat; and
from which gas has been driven.

19225, . The volatile constituents have all been driven off 2 4. Yes,

19226. @ But if the volatile constituents have not been driven off ? 4. T do not suppose it would be
¢ ke, technically speaking ; and I do not know thut all the volatile matter was driven off from what 1 call
coke that I saw in this place. It looked more like coke than anything I saw in Kembla; and the pieces
were about as big as small peas.

(At 1 pm. the Commission adjourned until 210 p.m.)

AFTERNOON,

(On resuming, at 2 p.w., Mr, W. R. Pratt atiended {o tuke shorthand notes of the evidence and
proceedings )

ALFRED ERNEST OSWALD SELLERS, previousty sworn, was further examined, as under :—
Sxamination-in-Chief by dMr. Wade.

-19227. Q. I will ask you to consider the outhye side of the 4th Right. I want to ask vou, if the foree
eame out of the 4th Right at 700 miles an hour, would it be sufficient to bend the iron bar there? A. T
could not say. The iron bars are some distance from the 4th Right. My theory presupposes that the
force would be carried on as the blast proceeded outbye; and the blast at the rails might have been
greater or less.

19228, Alr. Roberfson.] . Greater or less than the initial force ? 4. Yes.
19229. ¢. Under what conditions would you get it greater, going outbye from the 41h Right? 4. Tt
might be sweeping cut and catch up more dust; and this dust, in conjunction with the other, might
create more force.
19230, Ar. Wade.] Q. You mean that inereased supply of oxygen might increase the force? 4. Yes.
19231, ¢. Where 1s the first point yoi get a supply of airfrom? 4. From the various cut-throughs ;
and there 1s the No. 2 heading.
19232, (). Between the 4th Right and the jnnction of No. 2 Right are therc any openings that would
increase the supply of oxvgen? A, There may be some.
19233, (. Lven supposing there was only 35 lbs. of force to the square inch, do you think that would be
sufficient to bend the bar? 4. I have not thought the matter out.
1923+ Mr. Bruce Smith.] (). There might be greater force than that? 4. There might be greater or
less force,

19235,
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19233, (). You do not know ? . T do not know.

19236, ALr. Wale] ). There was evidenca that a man was found in the telephone cabin, who had a drill
through his thich, and his trousers were torn. Do you think that that would be consistent with force in
which an air-blast was the primary fuctor? . It may have been.

19237. Q. Now with regard to the witness Ilammon. e stated that he was in the 3th Right rope road,
at the flat close to No. 1 back heading ? 4. Yes.

19238, (). And he said that a blast of hot air came along and blew his light out. Dy you know how far
that would be from the 4th Left —how many yards? 4. Perhaps twenty.

19239, Q. From the 4th Left it would be 20 vards or less . About 20 vards, T should say.

19249. (. Would you expect that the wind which blew Ilammon’s light out would also blow Morrison’s
out? 4. Oh, decidedly—1I should think so.

19241. Q. Have you any knowledge of the effect on the skin by it being peppered with hot coal-dust ?
A. T have read Dr. Haldane on the matter; but I have had no personal experience.

19242, (). What does he say ? 4. He says that burning might occur—a man’s skin might be burnt in
that way—Dbut it would only affect the outer skin. .

19243. His Ilonor.] The maiter has been referred to before here. The Commission can derive its
information from the report as well as from the witness, unless he is an expert.

19244, Mr. Wade] T will not take that matter any further.

19243. (). Do you know of your own experience whether a man’s hair can be singed without a flame?
A. 1f you hold hair over a candle & certain distance away from the flame, the bair is singed by the heat
from the candle. That is obvious. )
19246. (. You do not agree that if the hair has hulbous ends it must be caused by flame ? 4. I do not
kuow anything about it; I am not an expert.

19217, . If there is a blast of hot coul-dust up No 1 heading, do you think that would account for the
appearance of sinzeing on the men’s hair ? 4. Perhaps it would.

19248, . Coming back to the 4th Right for a moment, did you notice any props in the roadway?
1. What part of the 4th Right?

19249. . On the goaf side of the travelling road ? .. There were some props there.

19259, (). Did you see any coal-dust or slack there? .. There was some coal or slack there on the inside
towards the goaf.

19251, (. How were the props which had the cozl dust on them? .. If my memory serves me right, it
was the props on the eastern end.

19252, (). Which is the eastern end—the onc nearest the goat? 4. Yes,

19253. (. Can you cxplain that? . That might be explamed by the fact that I ascertained that these
props were taken out of (he pillars and stacked there; and wy opinion was that the blast carried with 1t
a eertain amount of coal and grit matter, and it was thrown over the props.

1925t Mpr. Ritchie.] (. You say a certain amount of coal and matter? . 1 mean small coal and refuse.
19253, Mr. Wade.] (. Would what you saw on the props be consistent with the force coming outbye ?
A. T consider so.

19236, (). Now I want to ask you—do you say that the temperature at which the air-Dlast came out of
the 4th Right was necessarily as high as 201 degrees Fah, or was it less? . 1t is a difficult thing to say
that it was necessarily at that heat. The point which 1 took was to assume that temperature at that
point would give ignition. There might be a set of circumstances more favourable to that condition, and
perhaps nnder those conditions it would be lower.

19257 (. Do you mean to say that it may have been below 201 degrees as it came out, and that the
temperature increased as it went further along? . I think it was necessary that the temperature should
get to ignition point.

19253, . If you got an increased snpply of oxveen as it got towards No. 1 level, do you think that
would inerease the temperature ? /1. 1 do not think T am competent to give an opinion about that.
19259, Q. One witness named Stafford states that in Price’s flat he saw a body of fire coming down the
airway towards him —what do you thiuk that mizht have been? . Decidedly the gas travelling or the
reflection from it.

19260, ¢. 1f he was able to get away feom it and outpace it, do you think it could have been the flame of
the explosion? No, it must have been the reftection under those circumstances, or 1t would have
overtaken him.

19261. . Do you know at what pace the flame of an explosion travels ? 4. Tt has been variously
estimated. i

19262, (). As fast as a man can travel, at all events ? 1. Oh, yes,

19263. (. If you knew that gas had been discovered in the 4th Right, say, within twelve months of the
3lst of July last, and it was known that the vool was likely to fall, is there anything that should have been
done besides withdrawing the men from there 2 .1, Not that I am aware of.

19264, Mr Ri‘chie ] Withdraw the men from the 4th Right ?

19265, Mr. Wade] Yes.

19266, Mr. Ritchie | There was no one working there.

19267. Mr. Wade.] . Supposing the wen have finished their woik, and the timber is about to be
withdrawn, is therc anything more to be done ? .. No; it is a common practice to withdraw the men
when youexpect a fall.

19268, Mpr. Ritchie.] . Would you withdraw them on the inbye or the ontbye side of where the fall takes
place, or from any area vound the fall ¥ . You would withdraw them {rom anywhere where it is likely
they would be affected—-they would be affected, protably. some little distance from the fall.

19269, . Do you mean affected by the effects of the fall? 4. Supposing this room was a piece of
ground with the props drawn out and you expeeted a fall—then you woull net allow the men to work
close up to it.

19270. Q. What you mean is that the fall might cover a larger arca than you expected ? 4. Yes,

19271, (). There 18 danger of a full extending 7 LI, Yes,

10272, ). 1t would not be beeanse of any other risk arising from the full 4. No.

192738, Mr. Wade] (. A fall is a common thing in o wmine? A, Yes

19274 €. It is part and parcel of the working of o coal-miner 4. Yes.
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19275, . Have vou ever known of a case where a fall of roof has cansed very much damage? .. Noj; 1
have not. I have had experience as to falls at Corrimal, where some doors 23 chains away have been
banged about, and where the vibration has caused the stoppings to be thrown down. That is the largest
I have seen. ’

19276. (). Is that the only case ? .. That is a special case which I noticed.  Other falls have taken place
at night, when I have not been there.

19277. . Ordinary falls of roof tuke place, and no trouble follows from it ? 4. No; they withdraw the
timber and the roof falls in, in fairly small sections ; and you get no bother.

19278 . If you have a laroe surface of roof—talke the ceiling of a room as the roof—can yvou describe
how it comes away P A. It depends on the condition of the mof, and the conditions vary ; when it is a
ltard roof it falls tn big masses, but if it is a jointed roof it falls in small pieces.

19279. Q. In a jointed roof, dees it fall piece by picce? . Sometimes it comes off and falls in the goaf,
and then another fall takes place, and so on like that,

19280. @. We had some evidence given here by different people about a lighting up of ﬁomething which
takes phce when a miner goes up to the face of the coal after what has been described asa “ hanging
shot”?  _f. [ have heard of that. ~

19231. @. Do you know whether that can tuke place quite apart from there being fire-damp in the coal ?
A. Chexmml]\ ‘speaking, I Delieve that it is the gunpowder. In the case you &pe'tl\ of the shot was fired ;
the coal hangs, and the gunpo“der does not get proper relief ; and the gwes—the carbon- monomde-—ln
the crack or the corner will give a {lame.

19282, M»r Roderison.] . ITave you had any cases of this kind in your own experience? 4. No.

19283. ¢. Have you heard of them? 4. Mr. Humble was speaking about the matter to me some years
ago, and we discussed the question, and I thought it over afterwards.

19284 @ Have you ever heard any reports of cases of this kind having occurred in mines under your
charge—reports made by your own officials or workmen ? .. No.

192853, Mr. Wade.] (). T now want to ask you about these recommendations. The first is that Managers,
under-managers, deputws, and shot-firers should hold certificates by esamination.  Now, supposing that
examination was made compulsory, and that certain men did pass 1t, do yvou think that before appoivting
them they onght ﬂlbO to be examined by the mine Manaverr .. I think that I <hould like to satisfy
myself as to a man’s competency,in addition to any certific:te which he mighthold, and I say this although
I am a member of the Board of Examiners.

19286. . For what purpose mould you examine him? .. To find out whether hie was a mod practical
man and understood shot-firing,  Matters of that description are best found out by oncself.

19287. His Honor.] No one has suggested that this examination should be anything but a preliminary
one; and it would only give a man the right to accept an appointment.
19258, M. Wude] 1 uudcr\tnrd that the object 1s that a mining Manager should only be allowed to pick
those who have passed su h an examination.
19280. His Honor.] Just as a solicitor must pass an examination before the public can ask him to come
into Court and muddle up a case or otherwise
19.90. Myr. Robertson.] 1t means that the Manager must Le bound down to employ a man as shot—ﬁrer
who has passed such an examination.
19291 The Hiitness] I may say that, I have appointel shot-firers because they have been practical men.
We get alist and talk overthe names, and see what they know about gas. I then send for a man and
talk to him; if T am satistied a wan is competent, I appoint him.
19292, Alr. Ritchie.] (). 1s that the way i which you appoint deputies? A, Yes; that is the practice.
19293, (. What do you do? . I talk to them and make them demonstrate practically how they should
do their work, in order to satisfy myself that a man would do it correctly: That is the practice that T
have carried cut at ¥outh Bulli
19294, Ar. Waae.] (). There ave various qualifications which a man should have 2 4. Yes: a man should
have a mind of his own, and should rot be unduly influenced.
29265, (. And should Lie not have tact? 4. Yes; and it is also a guestion of a man’s having reserve
fo-ce. If he is confronted with a diffeulty, he should be able to face it and to do the best he can under
the circumstances.
19296, AMr. Robertson.] ). You can only find out those things by knowing a man and Jmlkmﬂr with him
vourself ? .. Yes; vou get to kuow a man best when you are in a mine wl(mtr with him.
19297, Mr. IVad().] (). Suppose a case arises of taking au official from an adjoining mine? 4. Then T
write to the Manager and get the history of the man, and s satisfy myself whether he 1s comypetent or not.
I appointed a deputy at Corrimal who could hardly write a report, and who cerfainly could not pass a
written exam:ination, but he could do goed, honest, practical work,
19298, . At what age do men generaliy become deputiex? .. The deputies at Corrimal were generally
middle-aged men.  The youngest shot-firer we had was 38 years old.
19299, M. Ritchie.] Did you have a deputy who could not write? .. Tle could write, but he used to
spell badly,
19300. Q. You know the deputies have to write ? . This wan could write histeport, but he used to spell
phonetically, but 1 plared a lot of reliance on Lim Feeause he was a wan with a great deal ot experience.
19301, Mr. WWede] (). Do vou think he would e able 1o da anything in an examination where pen, ink,
and paper are concerned P 1. I do not think he had suflicient cducation to say what Le knows.
19302. @. If the examinatlion in writing was compulsory, would it shut out many wen who wonld otherwise
be fit for all praciical 1cquirements? .1, At the present the operaticn of the Act is snch that not many
middle-aged men go up, because they kiow that they have not got the educational abiliny.  Although the
examination 1s only a simple one—as simple as possible—vet these nien get frichtencd, and many of them
are really estimable men, who krow all about gas and timbering, and how to keep things right and safe in
a mine.
19303, Ar. Rolertscn.] (. By the way, vou are one of the Exawicers for the State? .. Yes.
10304, ¢. And you cpeal; from the point of view of an Fxaminer as well as of a mine Manager ? 1. My
experience as an Examiner s very htile. I have only had one examination so far.
19305. (. You are no more competent to find out the qualifications of a man in you eapacity as an
Examiner than you are in vour capacity of a Manager? .. No.

19306.
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19306. Q. Do you think you are as good in your eapacity as an Examiner? 4. If I wanted a deputy to
do work in a mine, T should use my own judgment about the matter, and should like to soo him personally
and find out what he is worth.

19307. (. As a matter of fact, as an Examiner, you could only ascertain to a crtain extent his practical
knowledge ? . To some extent there is an oral examination by which we try to find out the rescrve
force of a man. We give him questions about which he has to think.

19308. His Honor.] ). You very properly adopt an oral examination? A, Yes.

19309. Mr. Wade.] Q. Is the element of trustworthiness a very serious one in making an appointment?
A. Yes; you want to know a man—and to know whether he will tell you the truth.

19310. (). Supposing you took charge of a colliery, and did not know the men, and wanted to make some
appointments at once, what would you do? .. I should simply interview them and talk the matter over.
19311. Q. Would it not be a guide to know that you had ecrtain people at the mine, and that these men
had already satisfied these people as to their knowledge ? 4. One of the deputics at South Bulli had a
second-class certificate. The senior deputy was something like the man I was speaking of before—a man
with a limited amount of book knowledge ; but you eould depend on him to know gas. Ile could not
satisfy anyone in a written examination ; yet in an oral examination you would see that he understood his
work practically ; althougl he might shrink from it, and not be able to tell all that he did know.

19312. AMr. Rilehie.] . Would he not also shrink in a time of danger? 4. No; some men can brace
themselves up for danger. 1 do not want to discount the utility of examinations, but a Manager has a
better right to say from his own personal knowledge whether a man is competent.

19313. (). Do you not think the same argument would apply with equal force to the case of a Manager;
that you should not take a Manager on his certificate, but thould write to an employer about him?
4. No.

19314. Q. Why ? 4. Because the man who has control of the mine has the right to satisfy an independent
tribunal that he knows his business. The Directors who ewmploy him have not any technical knowledge
of the work which the man is going to do; and so he must own a eertificate. When he is appointed he
is responsible ; and if he is an honest man he will see that the men who are appointed under him are
competent. ITe knows exactly what the men have to do; he knows the technieal part of his work ; and
his judgment ought to be suflicient.

19315. M». Robertson.] (. 1f they fail, he suffers ? A, Yes.

19316. Alr. Ritchie.] . And other people may suffer with their lives? 4. That is so. I do not think
that you will increase the safety of a mine by having such examinations.

19317. . Will the fact of their having to submit to an examination make them less competent? 4.1
would not like to say that. But T say that, sometimes, when people get certificates they rely on them;
they cannot be taught.

19318. (). The sugeestion is that the examination for deputies and shot-firers should he merely an oral
one? A. Why not let the Manager examine them ?

19319. (. It is suggested that sometimes the Manager has lis favourites P 4. Oh, thatis an old suggestion
of yours.

193.0. Q. Did you ever hear me advance it? . You advanced it at the Arbitration Court.

19321, (. You never heard me advance it? 4. I beg your pardon if I am mistaken.

10322, My, Waude.] 1 heard it made in the Arbitration Court.

19323. M. Ritchie.] Not by me. T do not want any personal element introduced into the matter. If
I ask the witness a question, I hope that he will auswer it without introducing any personal clement into
the answer.

19824, The Witness ] There is no personal element in what T am speaking about.

19325. BMr. Ritchie.] (. Do vou think that it is an old suzgestion of mine? 4. 1f T made a mistake I
apologise ; I did think it was you that said it.

19326. Mr. Wade.] Q. Did you ever know a Manager who did appoint friends of his who were not
competent, and who endangered the safety of the mine? 1. I have never done it myself and I have
never known of its being done.

19327. Mr. Ritchie.] (). Let me ask you this;—vou had a deputy who, a fortnight ago, ordered a miner,
who was a wheeler, to go out of u seetion where hie was using a flare light to a section where safety-lamps
were used, to do some work P 4. That stateinent is not true. A wheeler was told to go from No. 3 flag
to No. 4 flat, and that a man would be there to put him right. We have a large caution board there
abonut 2 ft. 4 in. x 2 ft. G in.; and it states that no naked light is allowed to pass that point under any
pretext whatever. The boy who went up there could read ; and he had no right to pass that pomt.
19328. . Supposing the boy could not read ? I, Then the conditions would be different from what they
were. :

19329. (. Did the deputy who ordered him to go do so without a word of caution? 4. We do not caution
men for everything at South Bulli.  We do not caution a man when he goes into a mine to mind that he
does not bump his head. Ile knows his work. We look upon it that they, as far as their ability will
allow them, should keep themnselves safe.

19330. (. Do you not think that, if a boy was nsing a flare light before that, he should have been warned;
you aduut that the wheeler went with a flare light to another section? .. The wheeler got the sack
and union men came and asked the reason why. They know the reason why, and they have no right to
assist the miners to break the rules.

19331. (. You say that they knew the rcason why ? . It was known over the whole of the district.
19332, (. Might it not have been a mere coel-and-bull story ? .. Yes; but I am not going to stand any
interference in such matters.

19333. (. Did you ask the deputy aunything abou’ that ? 4. He told the boy that a man would be there
to see that things were done right.

19334, (. I want to know whether you asked the deputy to give you any statement about the matter?
A. 1 had a written statement from him about it.

19335, His Honor.] Ias this matter anything to do with the Commission ?

19336, Mr. Ritchie.] It s a question about the competency of a deputy.

19837. His Honor.] This raises the question merely of the competency of one particular man.

16825 29 4T 19338,
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19388. Witness.] This deputy whom you are speaking of, and to whom Mr. Ritchie objects, on one
occasion acted with a great deal of courage in keeping things safe where an unespected movement
happened. That indicated to me that he was a man with a considerable amount of reserve force, and a
man who knew his business. We cannot tell every man every morning small details of his work.

19339. Mr. Rifchie.] (. There is more reason to advise people about the nse of safety-lamps? 4. T took
steps, as I have said, 10 have danger-boards printed in legible characters and put in prominent positions
so that anyone could see them. v

19840. Mr. Wade.] (). Suppose it was ordered that there should simply be an oral examination. Do you
think that you, as Manager, would still insist upon an examination yourself # 4. Inasmuch as T should
be personally responsible, I should exercise my own judgment as well. :

19341 @. Can you say whether amongst men who are not fully educated therc is a certain amount of
nervousness when they are before Examiners? . Yes, there is.

19342. . As distinet from their manner when before their own Managers ? 4. Yes, that is truec. ‘
19843. (). It has been proposed that the holders of Service Certificates should pass an examination within
a limited time, or their certificates should be cancelled. Would that work fairly in the interests of the
holders of such certificates? 4. No; T know several men whose opinion on practical subjects I value,
and 1 can go to them and talk over matters with them, learn their opinions, and listen to what they have
to say. These men may not have had the advantages of education in their early davs; they are aged men
now— nearly 59 years old—and I do not think that at that time of life a man is fit to study a lot of
technicalities, such as might form part of his education in early life.

19344. . Are there men in this country who hold certificates of service from England 7 4. Yes.

19345. . Do you think that certificates of service gained by experience in England are worth more than
those gained by experience in New South Wales ? 4. I should say that they are probably worth more,
because the mines in Britain ave deeper and the conditions are more variable.

19346. @. You know that there is a provision in the Mining Act here that a Manager’s certificave can be
cancelled on proof of incompetency ? 4. Yes.

19347. . Do you think that a suflicient protection to the mining community ? 4. T think so.

19348. (. Now I come to Recommeundation No. 2, which proposes that the Inspectors shall be vested
with absolute power to order the use of safety-lamps. Would you place any limitation on the powers of
Inspectors in this matter? .. That is rather a diflicult question.

19349. @. Take the case of whether you would agree with them ? 4. T know that Tuspectors would not
ag a rule order them if they thought they were unnecessary. Tu any event I think a reference to
arbitration in the case of a dispute would be sufficient.

19350. @. You think it would be a fair thing to bring the question of the intreduction of safety.lamps
within the arbitration clauses of the Act? .. Yes; and I think that the Manager would take a great
responsibility upon himself who would ignore the recommendation of a Government Ingpector on the
matter.

193851. . There 1s a recommendation that while the matter is before the Arbitration Court the nicn
should be withdrawn ? 4. That would act harshly on the miners, and probably on the owners also.
19352. Q. Then, again, what would be the difficulty if you were compelled to put safety-lamps in a mine
temporarily before the order was made ? 4. There would be the first cost.

19353. (. Would that be a serious thing? 4. The expense would depend on the size of the mine.

19354. @. Do you think that it would be a fair expense to put the mine to, if it should turn out that the
lamps were not necessary ? 4. It would be hardly fair, I think.

19355. ¢. The suggestion kas been made that perhaps the Government might supply the lamps for the
time-being? 4. 1 thiuk the Government supplies too much now. '

19356. . You think it is a fair burden to put on a mine-owner before the order is made? 4. Not unless
it is provided that, in the event of no order being made for lamps to be put in, the Government should
pay the cost.

19357. Mr. Bruce Smith.] . You have not put before the witness the proposal that the Government
should have on hand a stock of lamps and hire them to a mine wntil the Avbitration Court had given its
award ? 4. That would be a fair thing.

19358. @. You would have to pay for the use of them ? 4. Yes, that would be a fair thing.

19359. Mr. Wade.] (. The third recommendation is about the substitution of fans for furnace ventilation.
If you found a furnace giving adequate ventilation, do you sce any reason why it should be changed, and
a fan substituted 7 4. No, T think that is a matter that ought to be left to the owners. If you have
furnace ventilation at a mine doing adequate work, I do not seec why you should put a fan in; but we all
know that the fans afford the better system of ventilation.

19360. @. A witness named Wynn suggested something about the meazurement of air at the Corrimal
Colliery being wrong upon ome oceasion. Did you see that statement? . [ saw itin the press. T
thought that statement was disposed of some years ago.

19361. . Do you remember what the statement was, and what the facts were? .. In the spring of 1900
our fan arrived, aud we were doing all we could to get it built. T was paying bricklayers £1 a day on
Sundays to do the work. We had the statutory amount of air coming into the mine, but T thought that
the air ought to be better ; and I was doing all T could to get the fan erected. Mr. Wynn and Mr. Vardy
were appointed check-inspectors ; and they went into the mine. I did not accompany them ; but they
had the under-manager with them ; he returned to me and said that they only got a certain quantity of
air in a certain distriet. He said that the anemometer stopped when thev were measuring the main south
road, aud they said that the instrument was out of ovder, and he did not think their measurement would
be a record under the circumstances. He also said, “ Shall T lend them our anemometer to-morrow
morning ?”°  They put this in the book.

19362. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Q. Put what in the hook—the statement about the anemometer ® 4. No, the
report. They said that they had examined a certain district, and had only found a certain quantity of
air. They sent the report to the Government, and Mr. Rowan was sent up to investigate the malter,
Mr. Rowan measured more air than I had got. We went to the dip; ard his anemometer would not
work. 1 sent out and got ours, and we got sufficient air. He told me, “T am glad you have got sufficient
air—1I will report to the Department.” 1 thought nothing more about it ; and a little time after 1 got
a letter drawing my attention to Mr. Wynn’s inspection. T felt annoyed about this, because when Mr.
Rowan found it right they cught not to have said anything about it. We got the fan going. Tt was Mr,
Wynn's defective anemometer that caused the difficulty. 19363,
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19363. M. Ritchie.] (. Did you see it ? 4. No,

19364. . How do you know it was defective? 4. The under-manager told me; and Mr. Vardy told me.
19365. @. Do you know that Mr. Wynn said it was not wrong? 4. No. It could not have been right,
or it would not have stopped.

19366. (. Did you say that the Government Inspector found a sufficient quantity of air? 4. Yes.
19367. (). I thought the Government Inspector said he did not find it# 4. No.

19368. (. He said that your machine was wrong, and his was right? 4. Afterwards Mr. Rowan got his
machine regulated in Sydney; T tested it with mine, and found there was no difference between the two
anemometers.

19369. . You never saw Mr. Wynn’s machine at all? 4. No; but I know what Mr. Vardy told me,
19370. . He told you that it had stopped? Q. Yes.

19371. ¢. You do not know anything about the machine? 4. I did not take it to pieces to examine it.
19372, . Do you admit the possihility of getting a greater quantity of air on the second occasion than
on the first? 1. No; beeause was no alteration in the mine.

19373. (. Did you see the furnace the first day—how it was working ? 4. The furnace runs every day.
19374, (). The furnace may be lower, or it may be on full steam? 4. The furnace is inspected three
times a day. 1f there had been any variation, I should have heard about it.

19375. . Do you not know that the regulating of the air is varied with the furnace power? . There is
a constant current with a furnace,

19376. €. You admit that it is quite possible to get a certain register to-day, and another one to-morrow ?
A. Yes, under different circumstances.

19377. Mr. Wade] (). Mr. Wynn says, “ The Government Inspector was instructed to immediately go
and test the accuracy of this report. e went, and he took round with him the man that was with me
(Robert Vardy); be shcwed the Government Inspector where we measured the air, and the Government
Tnspector’s measurement agreed with ours ”? A. T think, if the records of the Department were taken,
you would find that the matter would be different.

19378. (). Recommendation No. 4 has reference to waste workings. You do not believe in waste workings
being sealed off ? 4. No. -

19379. @. There is a recommendation that all cut-throughs sheuld not be more than 30 yards apart (No.
5). Do you agree with that? . T think that would be very arbitrary. The prineiple in a mine is to
make your pillars as large as you can.  You avoid crushes and ereeps and other troubles that come on by
the nse of narrow pitlars.

19380. ¢. Recommendation No. 7 is that there should be a periodical inspection with the hydrogen
flame—one fortnight by the mining people, and the other fortnight by the Govermment Inspector. Now,
what I want to ask you is, first, if you think it is necessary ; and, in the next place, is it desirable? A,
A lamp with a hydrogen flame is not a very safe thing, unless the person who is using it possesses the
necessary skill and experience with regard to it.

19381, . In regard to the time that it takes to make tests? 4. It takes some time to make tests.

19882. ¢. Does it take longer than with the ordinary safety-lamp? 4. Yes; you have more manipula-
tions to perform.

19383, @. If you had to go through that process in each place in the Colliery, how long would it take
you? 4. 1t would take ovcr a week to make tests of any value. ’

19384 Q. As to the mode of obtaining the hydrogen ? 4, Youn have to order the stores from England ;
and sometimes the eylinders land here with all the hydrogen out of them.

19385. . Do you know that the shipping companies refuse to carry these stores for fear of their
explosion ? A, The lamps which I had at South Bulli came here breken.

19386. . Can you say whether the ordinary safety-lamp is sufficient as a gas tester to provide for the
safety of the men in the mine? .. Up to a certain point it is. Tt is under a certain set of conditions
that it would take a long time to explain.  But if the mine was not safe the Manager would know. T
would not be satisfied always to rely on the test of the ordinary lamp. T want to make a finer test some-
times; but I know how to make those tests, and when they should be wade. Those persons connected
with the work know when these tests have to be made.

19357, (). You would leave it with the Managers to make tests from time to time ? 4. Yes.

19388. . The ordinary examination of the mmne by the night foreman, with the ordinary lamp, is sufficient
to guard against risk ? . Yes. Of course, that is guided by the knowledge and assistance he gets from
the Manager. I carry a hydrogen lamp; and the observations which I get are taken in conjunction with
those which the foreman finds in his work.

19389. (. How many examinations are made of working places in the course of twenty-four hours, in
South Bulli? 4. We examine three times at least in one section, and four times in the other.

19390. ¢. In the twenty-four hours? . Yes.

19391. ¢. In addition, there is the Check Inspector’s examination ? 4. Ves.

19392, (). And the examination by the Government Inspector? A. Yes.

19393. (. Do you think these are ample for the purpose? . Yes.

19391, (. It is suggested that an ordinary safety-lamp cannot find the 1 per cent. of fire-damp which is
dangerous in conjunction with coal-dust? "A. The Manager or the under-mavager should have a
hydrogen Jamp ; and, if they knew that there was any fire-danyp, the place would either be watered or no
shot at all fired.

193{)5. ¢. Do I understand that 1 per cent. of fire-damp is only dangerous in conjunction with coal-dust?
4. Yes.

19395, . Ifit is dusty, you water the mine, and you thus get all the protection you want? . Yes;
and by exercising judgment in the kind of explosives which you use.

19397. Q. You water to keep the dust down? 4. We water in the place where the shot is fired.

10398. ¢. Aud, if you found 1 per cent. of gas with the hydrogen flame, it would still be necessary to
water a dusty place P 4. Yes.

19399. ©. There is a recommendation (No. 8) that a minimum of 500 cubic feet of air should be provided
for every horse instead of 100 as at present ¥ /. There is a reservation that the Inspector has power to
order an additional quantity of air if in his opinion it is necessary.

19400.
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19100. @. Recommendations Nos. 9 and 10 deal with the questions of doors—and double doors are
recommended on drives between main intakes and main headings and returns ? 4. 1 have no objection to
them on roads where double doors would be erected for the purpose of protection, where the roads are
travelled by horses and by skips; but it is hardly veeessary to put double doors between main intakes
and returns, where the doors are only kept for the purpose of examining old workings.

19401. Q. You would use double doors when the roads are used for haulage purposes? 4. Yes; where
they are used regularly.

19402. Q. Would there be any difficulty in the main road where you liave the main rope travelling ?
19403. M. Roberison.] 1 do not think they should be there at all.

1940%. The Witness.] 1 think I would avoid them altogether under those conditions.

19405, AMr. Wade.] ). There is a recommendation (No. 11) for a weekly measurement of air in each
scetion. 'What about this? 4. I do not know what the object is. We measure the air once a month
now. The ventilation is pretty well the same every month. It does not vary very much, in case of any
variance the matter is reported, and we cheek it.

19406. (. How do you take the air in the working face;—can you use the auemometer there? 4. You
have to work it in the commencement or middle of a split.

19407. @. Can you tell the current of the air by the deflection of the light? 4. If you have anaked light
you can.

19408. Q. If you have a safety-lamp? . You can tell by the dust—Dby taking up a handful of dust and
letting the wind carry it.

19409. @. It is suggested in recommendation No. 12 that there should be an extra supply of safety-lamps
at each mine. Mr. Atkinson has suggested that there should be a supply equal to one-fifth of the number
of persons below ground in a case where naked lights are used, and of one-tenth in cases where safety-
lamps are used? 4.1 agree with that. '
19410. Q. Something has been said about safety-lamps at the Mount Kembla Mine. How long after you
arrived was it that you got a lamp? 4. The men were getting them ready.

19411. Q. How long did you wait? 4. We waited for about ten minutes, until some others came up,
because we wanted 1o have a consultation.

19412, . Did you get a lamp then? 4. Oh, yes.

19413. Q. I may take it that they were not iu the condition which lamps would be in at the Metropolitan
Mine. 4. Noj; lamps improve by use.

19414. . From what you saw at Mount Kembla previously did you think that there was any likelihood
of having to use safety-lamps? 4. Candidly, T did not. I looked upon the Mount Kembla Mine as the
safest in the district.

19415. Q. It is suggested that oil should be kept in these lamps ? 4. If you keep oil in lamps it forms
verdigrig, and the o1l goes thick.

19116. Q. Do you know whether any lamps came from South Bulli? 4. I wired to Corrimal, asking them
to send lamps, There were some lamps from South Bulli as well,

19417, Q. Now with regard to recommendation No. 13 that the travelling and haulage roads should be
watered—what do you say about that? 4. Well, it is desirable, if you can do that without interfering
with the roof. We water some of the travelling roads in South Bulli on the bottom and on part of the
sides. We are seeing how it would do to water the roof; but I am afraid it will break it up. If the roof
gets water on it, it swells and splits. All the places where we fire shots are watered. In thehaulage
road there is a big current of air, and the roof would be alternately wet and dry, and would crack.

19418. @. Do you know of any cases where wet places, or lengths in a mine, have failed to check explosion ?
A. I have read of instances where that has been the case.

19419, @. Do you mean the Pen-y-craig ease ? .. I think that is it. If you water where the shots are
fired, you reduce the danger to a very small degrce.

19420. Q. What is the length which you would water? 4. Twenty yards all round, and instead of
gunpowder I would use safety explosives. The difficulty is to get safety explosives. We are so far away
from England, and they are taken off the list of permitted explosives from time to time.

19421, My Robertson.] (). Several have not been taken off 4. Several have been ; and, besides, some
of them break up the coal when you use them.

19422, @. Youn mean some of the permitted explosives P 4. T have had some tests in Corrimal with the
“ Bull Dog ” explosive. There is a slight glow—it looks like about a dozen glow-worms.

19423. @. Did you hear that it was to be removed off the list? 4. I hear that the makers arc withdrawing
it, and arc adding sulphur and other chemicals to make less flame. One’s choice is limited in the matter
of explosives. You must have something to get the coal down in marketable condition, and with no
danger to the mine.  With Roburite you have to store it, and it becomes deteriorated.

19824, Q. That applies to the new explosives, as well as to the others. I have had an experience with
Roburite for thirteen years, and we did not find it deteriorate very much. We found it uncertain in the
results, duc to some defect in manufacture. Some part of it esplodes ; and some part of it is left in the
hole? 4. T have seen some of it left.

19425, AMr. Ritchie.] . You had some tests made last week ? 4. We had the electric wire ; that was the
oaly difference.

19426. Mr. Roberison.] Q. You find that a detonator is indispensable® 4. You ean fire the “Bull Dog”
explosive with a safety-fuse. All that is required is a small initial flash to start it going. You can fire
it with a fuse or a wire. The fuses are so weak that you ean hold them in your land and let them off
like a eracker.

19427. Q. There is a flame? 4. Yes; but it is ncutralised by some compound which redaces danger to a
Iminimum,

19428. ). Do you approve of the use of a fusc in a gassy mine ? 4. Of course, it would be better if yon
did not shoot at all; but that would mean such an increase of expense to the mines that they would be
unpayable, and you could not work them. It would be much better, however, if you could get the coal
down without any shots. T do not see any danger in firing a shot with electricity.

19429. Q. I think that the danger remains whilst you light a shot with a fuse—but I do not say that it is
safe to fire anything in gas? 4. If you make a test, and find that there is no gas present, and water for
about 20 yards, I do not think there is mu-h danger in firing with a fuse, although 1t is better to fire with
electricity. 19430,
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19430. Ar. Wade.] Q. You have known fire to travel over large lengths, and in order to make a mine
safe you have to water perfeetly ? 4. As 1 bLave said, it watering is done where you fire a shot, T think
that is sufficient.
19431, (). The suzgestion in the reecmmendation is that the haulage roads should be watcred P 4. I do
not think that is necessary.
10432, Q. 1f it is dove at all, is there any profeetion it doing it in isolated parts, with a view of protcetion
from an explosion ? 1. No; the watering must be complete.
19433, . If you have to water, to make it cfficient in the matter of protection you have to water ali over
the mine ;—as it uses 5,000 gallons of water per nule, would you be able to supply that at South Bull; ?
4. We were buying water lnst year; we have big dams, foo.  The attitude of the Water and Sewerage
Board is such that, if we cneroach on their arca and make lavger daws, they will interfere. We cannot
dam water unless we dam 1t behind the mountain.
19434 (. What is 1he system of haulage in the South Bulli Mine? 4. The endless-rope system.
19435, @. Is the aceumulation of dust anything appreciable ? 4. No; the haulage roads are fairly damp.
We water the floor, but the travelling roads become dry, and in some yplaces they are dusty; but,
gencrally speaking, the dusty area is only a short orie, and it is mostly bottom ditt which is broken up.
19436. . Recommendation No. 14 suggests that Managers ought to be compelled {o give more time to
the management of the eolliery ;—T suppose vou Lave other Lusiness to attend to as Managers besidcs
going underground ? A, Yes,
19137, . Tuke your own case—are you ecalled away from your coll’ery ? 4.1 was at the Arbitration
Court goodness knows how many weeks; and 1 bave necessary work to do outside to keep the place
going—work which you cannot delegate to other persons.
19438, (. You dre called away to Sydney on business ¥ 4. Yes, and all that sort of thing.
19439. ¢. Do you think that any definite rule could be laid down as to how often a Manager should go
underground? 4. I could not work under any rule. I go underground as often as I can. T use my own
discretion ; and I go to sec matters underground as often as I can. I could not do any better, no matter
what rule was made.
19440. (. Ts therc an underground manager there? 4. Yes; he is underground every day.
191l ¢ Recommendation No. 16 is that the size of manholes should be enlarged ;—is there any occasion
to enlarge the manholes in South Bulli,where you usc an endless rope; and arc tte men allowed to travel
on the haulage road ? 4. No, they Lave separate roads for haulage roads; but the men have to eross
over the rope road at a couple of places. There is a separate travelling road provided in nearly every
instance, anl we have manholes made on the haulage roads in addition.
19442, Q. Are the manholes ample to provide every means of safety ? 4. I think we arc over-provided in
that respect.
19443, Q. Recommendation No. 18 is that instructions should be given to employees on the means of
escape ;—can you say how this would work in a large mine, with many roads and many openings? 4. Tt
would be very diffieult. Take South Dulli. Our working face is 1% mile long, and we would bave to trail
these men to the south-west district by devious roads. 1 do not think the instruction is necessary. Wo
have the cavil system, the men working in sections; and they get to know by working in different
districts where the outlets are.  Finger-boards could be put up to indicate the way out of the mine—
although they pass these things sometimes and do not sce them.
194141, Q. Do you sce any objection to providing finger boards or posts? 4. I suppese that could be
done, it required. )
19445, Myr. Roberéson.] . Would finger-boards be likely to be blown away in the event of an explosion ?
4. Yes,
19£146. Q. The simple suggestion has been made that the corners of the different turnings should be
whitewashed ? 4. But we have so many different turnings in our mine.
19447. ¢. When once it was done, it would be there? 4. No; the dust weuld cover it over. Tt would
require to be done once a fortuight. .
19448, (. T have tried whitewashing, and I found that it lasted, not for wecks, but for years, 1 think
that at the Metropolitan Collicry the matter of dust is an element there? 4. We have damp ribs, and
the dust will catelt on the moisture and hide the whitewash.
19449, Alr. Wade.] (). Reconmendation No. 19 is that a black list of emplayees should be forbidden ;—
you have heard of that cry before ? 4. T have got no black list. T will be candid, and say that thare are
some men I will bot give work to; but all the same [ have got no black list.  Good men have no need to
fear a black list. 1f people do silly things, they cannot say that these are only known in the mine they
work at, because they get known all over the district.
19450. ©. Do you know of men being kept out of work because they belong to a Union? 4. I have kept
no men out of work because they belonged to a Union.
19451. Q. Recommendatian No. 21 snggests that the miners of each district should have power to
recommend the appointment of an Inspector, and that, unless there is good reason shown to the contrary,
he should be appointed? 4. T think we ought to be spared that kind of selection in these days, anyhow.
That would be a very unfair thing. A person who occupies the position of an Inspector should get there
by his own merit alone.
19452, (). There is also a suggestion (No. 26) that the General Manager should be prohibited from
interfering with the management of the mine ;—are there not some matters in connection with which the
Manager must be subject to the management of a mine? 4. The management must bhave some control.
The Manager does not own the mine. For the General Manager to write all his instructions down
would not be adrisable, although some matters might be written down. 1f there is any active,interference
with the mire, they might be written down—where they affect the internal economy of the mire.
19433, @. Take the ordinary financial relationship between the Manager and the Dircetors ;—can
interference of that kind be avoided? 4. No.
19454 . I suppose that any reasonable thing you ask for you get? 4. Yes.
19455, (. And any unreasonable things you do not get? 4. No; but I think that no one curtails the
expensc so as to endanger the safety of the mine,
19156. ¢. With reference to the Kembla Mine;—do you remember the condition of No. 1, as to
dampness, after the disaster? 4. It was dusty afterwards.

19457.
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19457. . Can you account for that? 4. I suppose that, when the explosion took place, the blast forced
a lot of dust and all sorts of dry material from the stoppings. and other material from where it stood, and
seattered 1t alt over the roads,

19458, Did vou notice the 4th Right ? 4. That was not very dry.

19459. . Was there any water there? 4. There was moisture there.

19460. . Did you notice the floor? . It was damp. 1 remember being there afterwards; and there
was water dripping from the roof.

Examined by Mr. Bruce Smith: —

19461, @. I understand from the beginning of your examination that upon two occasions you found a
small quantity of gas in Statford’s place and in No. 797 4. Yes, a trace.

19462, @. A trace in Stafford’s place, and } per cent. in No. 797 4. Yes, but I did not find the %
ser cent.

%9163. Q. Where did the gas come from ? .. The ventilation was destroyed by the explosion.

19464, . Then it was when the ventilation was deranged? 4. Yes,

19465, Q. It had not been restored 7 4. No; I understood the gas to be present in the mine, and to get
to the high places.

19468 (. You could rot say whether it came from the point at which it was found, or came from the
other levels ? .. My impression was that it came from the other levels.

19467, Q. When you were examining as to the effect on the canvas at the back heading, you used various
terms—you tatked of the canvas being chayred and of the dust being melted. Was not the canvas
burnt ; was it not destroyed ? . A portion appeared as though it had suffered great heat, and the loose
fibre was off it.  What remained was the lard fibre, and that was erisp and brittle.

19468. @. If anything of that character had been submitted to you, would you not say that it had been
burnt? . It is a wide applieation to say that it was burnt.

19469. Q. Would you not say it? . If it was burnt, you see it might be gone; it might be burnt
altogether. :

19470. Q. T do not mean destroyed. Had it been affected by burning? 4. You can have it that way if
rou like.

519{1'1. ). What remained was black and chippy, and you could break it up in your hands? 4. Yes.
19472 . Was it not like what could be produced by exposing a piece of canvas to a flame? 4.1 have
not tried it, but you might get those results.

19473, Q. You say that the fibre was burnt off the props. I presume that is the impression that is on
your mind ? .. Yes, they were burnt slightly ; they were singed.

19474, Q. You mean that portions of the finer parts of the wood were shrivelled up? 4. Yes.

19475. . The little chips sticking ont from the props were burnt? Yes.

19476. Q. Could not that be produced by flame? 4. Either by flame or by great heat. The skin of the
bark was undoubtedly burnt.

19477. BMr Wade.]) (. You said the imperceptible skin? 4. The imperceptible skin.

19478, Alr. Robertson.] ¢. Will you explain what you mean by the melting of the dust. Do you mean
that the volatile matter was destroyed ¥ . It might be destroyed by flame or heat.

19479. Mr. Bruce Snith.] Can you tell me whether there were any phenomena to lead you to doubt
whether there had been a flame ;—was there anything about it to lead you to doubt the existence of flame ?
4.1 do not say flame ; I say heat. .

19480. . Can you name anything about the plhenomena to lead you to doubt that there had been flame.
T do not say you canrot account for it otherwise? 4. I thiuk you should say heat instead of flame.
19481. . Suppose you were told that there was flame, can you tell me anything to negative that ? .. The
burning was not intense enough.

19182, (. Bven supposing it had passed there actually ? .. I do not think the results were great enough
to say that.

19483. Q. Because of the want of evidence of intensity. Looking at the matter scientifically, and apart
from the information which vou are now giving us, is your opinion at all fixed cn that question? 4.1
think so; beeause I saw a lot of light stuff in the track of the explosion, which would have been lapped
up by a flame; but the same thing could not be said of intense heat.

19484, Q. Yet you found fibre burnt? 4. Yes.

19485, . At a great distance from the outlet through which this force came ? 4. Yes.

19486, . Speaking of Morrisou’s light, you said, “ I believe it would be blown out before the gaseous
mixture reached it.””  What gaseous mixture? . Mr. Wade put a hypothetical case.

19437, Q. And you were referring to that case? .1, Yes.

19488, (). Do you consider it probable, in that goaf which is worked out, that gas was still accumulating ?
4. 1 do not think so; there was no evidence there was anvy,

19489, (. There is no evidence that any was found; but it was not practicable for men to go into the
middle of it. The chauces are that the apex of the vacuum is generally the highest
19490. Mr. Wade] T object to that question. :

19491, Iis Honor.] 1 do not know whether 1n a vacuum there can be an apex; but, if Mr, Bruce Smith
means the lighest point, the gas would get there.

19492, The Witness.] You want to look at that goaf in another way. The highest point is close up to
the eross-cut rope road. Where the fall occurred is the lowest point in the goaf.

19493. Mpr. Bruce Smitk.] (. What is the difference in the levels? 4. Twenty feet.

19194, (). Generally speaking, the highest point of any place is near the centre ;—you do not know how it
was? 1.1 have an idea.

19495. (). Where do you think it was? A, T intimated that the highest point would be contiguous to a
point 5 chains to the west of the cross-cut rope road.

19495, . I mean the highest point where the falls have taken place? 4. Then the highest point would
be several chains to the east of the centre of the goaf.

19497. . Ts it not probable that gas had accumulated there from the first fall? 4. I was neverin there.
19498. Q. T am asking from what you know of the position. You know there was coal there from two
pillars ? . 1 do not know,

18499. Mr Robertson.] (). There is no evidence of that, 19500.
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19500. Mr. Bruce Smith.] ). We have evidence of it. It amounts to thousands of tons. Supposing two
pillars were left there, and not faken out, would that altec your conclusions ? 4. No. )

19501. @. What is your reason for saying that you do not think there was any gas in the mixture that
came out of the goaf? 4. I will tell you—take your theory ——

19502. ¢. I have no theory at all—tell me what you have to say against it.  What reason is there fo say
that this disaster was produced by an abnormal escape of air with nothingin it ? 4. Because the evidences
of force support it.

19503. (. Simply the evidences of force? 4. Yes.

19504, @. You do not think the evidences of force are compatible with the presence of gas in addition to
air? 4, No, I do not.

19503. (. This claborate ealeulation—about 700 miles an hour—that is based entirely on the assumption
that the 10 yards square —— ? 4. Forty-four vards square.

19506. ¢/. Had fallen in one picce simultaneously 7 A, Yes,

19507, ¢. You have no reason for saying that? 4. No; it is a matter of speculation.

19508. . May not the fall of this 44 yards square have dribbled down in such small quantities as to have
extended over a considerable period ? 4. I think the evidence is opposed to that.

19509, Q. Why 7 4. Beeause the rcof immediately near shows hig frames, and a roof of that nature would
simply fall iv one block.

19510. @. There is no evidence of any mathematical shape in those portions of the rcof which have fallen ?
4. After it falls to the ground it breaks up.

19511. Q. Mave you any other reasons for supposing that it fell all at once? 4. No.

19512. ¢. Have you ever known a fall of that extent to fall simultaneously ? 4.1 have seen falls after
taking out the pillars.

19513, ). As large as that? . Conditions have never existed similar to that.

19514 @. The whole of your theory depends on your assumption that the fall teok place simultancously ?
A. There is one word there which I did not cateh,

19515. Q. The whole of your caleulations of force depend on the idea that the fall tock place
simultaneously-—in oue block practically ? . Yes.

19516. ¢. I think that from what you have scen you will admit that coal-dust has been an element in
that explosion? .. Yes; a big element. I think it has beeu #he clement.

19517, M. Wade.] 1 notice that Mr. Bruce Smith used the word “explosion.”

19518. His Honor.] T understand from the witness that he did assume, whatever was the primary cause
of the trouble, supposing that it was a fall, that it was followed by an explosion of coal-dust. As T under-
stand, he said, in answer to a question of mine, that the force could not have continued from this initial
outburst, and have done the damage it caused, without being reinforeed.

19519. The Witness.] It is a speculation as to what was the ignition point of the coal-dust. Direetly
that blast left its confines, it went along other roads and rose in intensity. You have the initial forece,
and, if other forces are met on the read, the outburst gathers additional force.

19520. His Hon.r.] You do take it for granted that there must have been, following on the original
outburst, as the result of the fall, an explosien or explosions of coal-dust—the coal-dust in the air being
accounted for by the wind eaused by the explosion, and the heat by the compression of air due to tne fall ¥
4. That is oy theory.

19521, Mr. Bruce Smith.] (). Your theory is that the wind from the fall raised the dust, and that the
force from the expl sion subsequently may have been greater than the initial force P 4. T said that there
is evidence of that.

19522, (). You saw evidences of a greater force than would De produced by the outbuest of the air ?
A. No. .

19523. Q. Did you vot sy that an iron bar was bent, and that you saw more for.e than vou caleulated ?
4. 1 think T said more or less,

19524, Q. You consider that the force which ecame out was sufficient to bend the iron? 4. I did not
say that.

19525, ). Then you do not consider that the iron was bent by the force which cams out of the goaf?
4. T do not say that.

19526. @. Then what was the cause of the iron bending? 4. You get an initial ignition of coal-dust;
and that travels up like a wave and gathers up the dust in the air. It may increase as it travels along.
19527. Q. You formed the opinion that the iron was bent by subsequent forces and not by the initial one ?
A, Yes.

19528, ¢. Do you think that air only came out frow it, and that a subsequent esxplosion of coal-dust
produced the flame? 4. No, I do not. I do not say flame, I say heat.

19529, ¢. Do you doubt that coal-dust explosions involvo flame? A.T say heat. I do notdoubt it,
although I have no evidence.

19530. (). As to the flame in the 87 bord. You are not prepared to say that there was no flame at that
fire 7 4. You want to bind me down to something.

19531, €. Will you undertake to say that there was no flame in connection with the firc in No. 87 bord ?
A. No; I think there was no flame.

[The further examination of the witness was ther adjourned.]

19532. Mr. Bruce Smith handed in to the Commission “ A Short History of the Mount Kewmbla Colliery,”
by Mr. A. A. Atkinson, Chicf Inspector of Coal Mines, and it was marked Ezhibiz No. 40.
19533. Mr. Bruce Smith handed to the Commission for their information a printed report of the Court
of Inquiry in conncetion with the Newcastle Coal Mining Company’s “ A ” Pit.  Also a report by Mr. C.
G. Wade on inquiries into the werking of the Newcastle Colliery Company's “ A” Dit.

[The Commission, at 425 p.m., adjourned until 10 a.m. the following day.]

TUESDAY,
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TUESDAY, 24 FEBRUARY, 1903, 10 a.m.
[The Commission met at the Supreme Court, King-street, Sydney.]
Present: —
C. E. R. MURRAY, Lisq., D.C.J. (Prusrnuxt).
D. A. W. ROBERTSON, Iisq, ComwissioNcr. | D, RITCUILE, Ts), Coxmiccionin.
Mr. Bruce Smith, Barrister-at-Law, instructed by Mr. Wood, Crown Solicitor’s Office, appeared on behalf
of the Crown,
Mr. A. A. Atkircon, Chicf Inspecter of Ceal-mirces, assisted 27r. Truee £inith,
Mr. A. A. Lysaght, Solicitor, appearcd on behalf of—— )
(a) the representatives of deccased miners, wheelers, &e., (victins of the explosion’ ;
(b) the employees of the Mount Kembla Colliery (miners, wheclers, &e.) 1 and
(¢) the Mawarra Colliery Employces” Association (the Southern Miners” Union).
Mr. C. G. Wade, Barrister-at-Law, instructed by Mr. F. Curtiss, appearel on behalf of the Tlount Kembla
Coal and Oil Company (Propristors of Mount Kembla Mine).
(Mr. J. Garlick, Secretary to the Commission, was present to take shorthand notes of ti:c evidence and
preceedings.)

19534 Mr. Druce Smith.] I think there was a request mace by a member of the Comumission that the
C mpany shoul  supply one of these lithographs with the ventilation of the mine shown on it.

19535, Mr. Wad-] I could not have been here when the Commission asked for it ; T only Leard Mr. Bruce
Smith ask for it. It can easily be go*.

19538, Ilis Honor.] Mr. Curtiss, if you will kindly communicate with your cleuts, perlaps you will find it
ready. T hope you will ; and then it can come up at once.

Mr. A. E. O. SELLERS, previously sworn, was further examined as under :—
Examiaation by Mr. Bruce Smith (continued) :—

19537. (. Tuis theory which you have propounded to the Commission, with regard to this explosion, is of
a character that might take place in that mine without any men being in the mine at all? 4. Yes.
19538. Q. I mean the mine could have Leen absolutely empty and idle? 4. Absolutely idle.
19539. (). You know the literature of coal-mining quite as well as anybody, I supposc? 4. 1In a certain
degree.
19510. (. Can you tell the Commission of any single iustance in which anything of the kind has taken
place in a mine in which there were no workmen? 4. No, I do not think T can.
19541, Q. I wmean sucl a thing as you have described? . No, I do not think I can.
19542, Q. You kuow something of the Broken Hill disaster, do you not? 4. There was a disaster at
Broken Hill. '
19543, Q. Do you know anything about that? 4. Not very particularly ; but, generally, there wes a great
rush of wind, T understand, due to a fall ; and the men were knccked over.
19544, Q. Which do you attach most importance to as causing this great force —the height frem which the
stone fell or the area over which it fell? 4. To both collectively. I do not think that I can exactly
discriminate finally. The two are necessary to that set of conditions—a certain height and a certain area.
19545, (). What height do you think was necessary? .. Of course, as I said before, the caleulation is
speculative. I assumed a height of 4 feet 6 inches for the fall.
19546. . That would give a total height of 7 feet before the first fall ; Lecause, you know, the evidence is
that it was B feet 6 inches or 6 feet? . But, you unders‘and, your conclusions are wrong from my evidence.
T assumed that what did fall fell 4 feet 6 inclhes.
19547, (. Suppose the evidence were, and yon were satisfied that it was correct, that the first fall out of
the total fall of 5 fect 6 inches or 6 feet was 2 feet 6 incles, leaving a maximum balance of 3 feet 6 inches,
and perhaps only 3 feet, would your conclusions be the same? 4. I think the hypothetical case you draw
would not follow as a natural sequence to your suppositicn.
19548, Q. You mean to say that, if the height I had mentioned had Leen the real height, you would not
form the same conclusions on it? . Not exactly that. .
19549. (. I want you to take another hypothetical case? .. Allow me; I understand you to say that the
2 feet 6 inctes fell first.
19550. (. T want you to supp-se that ; and that it left a balance of 3 feet or 3 feet 6 inches? .1 It would
still have that height ; it would still have 4 feet 6 inches to fall.
19551, (). That depends on your hypothesis? 1. But if you get a fall, whether a second or a third fall, it
would fall 4 feet 6 inches.
19552, (. Does not the case you have put to the Commission assmne that you have a perfectly flat bottom,
and you have a flat roof 4 feet 6 inches high, and that a solid block of the roof ccmes down like that
[indicating]? . Yes.
19553. . That is your hypothesis? A. Yis.
19554. (). Suppose, instead of that, that this 2 feet 6 inches had fallen roughly and irregulariy, as is your
experience ! :
19555. Ifis Honcr.] Perhaps what the wilness wishes to explain is this: that the height of the fall is only
reduced by the expansion of the falling matter; if you take from the roof and add to the bottom, and there
is no expansion, you s'ill g#t exactly the same interval between the roof and the floor, and that would go on
for ever. If in faliiny, however, the mass expands by breaking up, then of course it keeps reducing and
reducing. Tuva' is liow, T understand, thesc mines finally close.
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19556. Mr. Bruce Smith.] I want to see what this hypothesis is. T am asking him now to take it as he -
knows it to take place.

19557, His Honor.] T think the calculation which you are making in your mind will have reduced the

amount of the fall due to the fact of there having been a first fall, not by 2 feet 6 inches or 3 feet, but by
6 inches, which, I think, you were taking in your mind as the limit possibly of what we n:ay call the
expansion.
19558. Mwr. Bruce Smith.] (. What is your experience generally as to the space which a fall of 2 feet
6 inches out of a roof would occupy after it reached the floor? 4. That depends entirely upon the character
of the roof.
19559. (. I am asking you to take into consideration the character of that roof? 4. T should say it would
be pretty massive.
19560. . Do you mean to say it would occupy no more after it had fallen than before? A. Very slightly
more.
19561. Q. What would you say—would it occupy 3 feet! 4. About 3 feet.
19562. (). Then, if the total height originally had been 6 feet, it would leave 5 feet 6 inches to fall?
A. Yes, something like that.
19563. . And your hypothesis is a fall of 4 feet? . 4 feet 6 incle=
19564. ). And you have assumed that it came down, as I say, in a solid body all over? Yes.
19565. - Q. You say you do not lnow much about the Broken Hill fall? 4. No, only what I have read,
some considerable time ago.
19566. (). You cannot tell me of any case yourself in which the circumstances you have put took place ?
A. Not personally.
19567. (. Take the Broken Hill case: you may assume that the fall was 30 fect or 40 feet, over an arca
of, I think, 40 ft. x 60 ft.? . That is the horizontal space !
19568. (. Yes, laterally 40 ft. x 60 ft., and a fall of from 30 feet to 40 fect, would you expcet that to produce
the same result as this did in a greater or less degrce? 4. Well, I should expect, if the conditions were.
——  [Interrupted).
19569. (. Would you expect it to produce the same result in a greatrr or less degree! A. That would
depend upon the conditions of the two forces.
19570. (). Supposing it had fallen the same as you suppose it to be here? 4.1 cannot suppcse, because T
do not know the conditions of the roof.
19571. (. But you can, as a hypothesis. That is the best way for it to fall, to produce the result, to fall in
a solid mass. Supposing it fell 30 feet to 40 fect over an area 40 ft. x 60 ft., would you expect it tn
produce a similar result, quite apart from coal-dust, a similar vesult in a lesser or greater degree? .1
should expect, by reason of that having fallen from a greater height, that the force of the wind from that
would be greater—that would be estimating roughly the arca from which it fell.
19572. Q. Would you expect it to produce the same result, so far as the air pressure is concerned, in a
lesser or greater degree? 1. The air pressure would be greater.
19573, Q Would you expect it to produce the same “result as far as the force of the air was concerned !
A. T do not follow that.
19574, Q. As regmrd% heat? 4. No, I do not think so; but there is an element missing in the Broken
Hill fall.
19575, (. I am asking you to leave out coal dust altogether.
19576. Iis [Ionor] There is one datum you have not given. I do not know whether it is given in the
report. That is the outlet.
19577, Mr. Robertson.] Is there any evidence in that report about the arvea of the outlet at Broken Hill ?
I take it that it would be very much smaller than this one, Thereare no twelve by sevens in metalliferous
mines.
19578. AMr. Wade.] No, but I think in those stopes you have openings 60 feet wide,
19579, Mr. Robertson.] Most of them are mere rat holes.
19580. Mr. Bruce Smath.] Q. Would you expect, from that area and that fall, to get a greater force than
you have got here? .1, Yes,
19581. Q. You attribute the ignition of the coal-dust to the great heat which was produced by this force ?
A. Yes, by the force being contracted through that narrow outlet.
19582, (. And through the great forces that resulted ? 4. The force created the heat.
19583. . You attribute the ignition of coal-dust to the great force that was produced by this fall? 4. No.
19584. Ilws Ilonor.] To the compression of air.
19585, Mr. Bruce Smith.] . Instead of “force” any “pressurc” if you like? 4. Yes.
19586. . You say that the heat which ultimately ignited the coal dust was the result of this pressure !
A. That is so.
19587, (. And, if the pressure were greater in Broken Hill, that also would produce this great heat ?
A. Not necessarily.
19588. (). Why not? 1If it is a greater force why should not it produce a greater heat 1
19589. (His Honor pointed out that there was apparently not much use in continuing this cross-examination,
as the data in both the cases which Mr. Bruce Smith was comparing were so very uncertain, and no datum
was produced as to the size of the outlet in the case of the accident at Broken Hill.
19590. Mr. Bruce Smith said that the witness had come here with his mind absolutely free and open with
regard to experience on this subject, and had propounded a theory as to the ignition of coal-dust. Mr.
Bruce Sinith was putting to the witness hypothetically a case in which a greater amount of force or pressure
was supposed to have been produced ; and he proposed to ses if the experience at Broken Hill would not
affect the conclusion to which the witness had come. He, Mr. Bruce Smith, proposed to produce evidence
as to the size of the outlet later on.)

19591. JThis Ifonor.| Ts it known whether the accident at Broken Hill was a fall of the c¢ountry rock or of
the lode ?

19592, My. Wade.] T understand it was a subsidence of part of the mullock that was packed in square
sets. I would not like to say so definitely ; but I think it was a subsidence, a sliding down, not a collapse
of the roof.

16825 294 G 19593.
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19593. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Q. This fall in Broken Hill was 40 ft. x 60 ft. in avea, with a height of 30 feet
or 40 feet ; and it produced a great rush or outlet of air which banged men against the other side and
killed some of them. Would not you expect that to produce heat which would have the etfect of burning
anything inflammable with which it came in contact?

19594, Mr. Wade.] I take objection to this, unless Mr. Bruce Smith will define what he means by “fall.”
19595, Mr. Bruce Smith.] Q. I am talking of a fall similar to the one which you are assuming in this mine
under similar conditions 7 4. I cannot say that, because the conditions were quite different. At Broken

Hill there was no coal-dust.

19596. . Have not I asked you to exclude coal-dust from your consideration? .I. But I cannot exclude
coal-dust ?

19597. (). Have not you told the Commission that suflicient heat was produced before ever the coal-dust was
ignited? A.I do not think so.

19598. M. Bruce Smith.] That is the whole theory.

19599. His ITonor.] . The heat which first began the mischief was sufficient heat, I understand you to say,
to ignite the coal-dust? .. Yes, at the orifice of discharge.

19600. . What Mr. Bruce is asking you to do is to compare the effect of these two falls at Broken Hill
and at Mount Kembla in relation to the production of that amount of heat, which would be 291 degrees ?

19601. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Yes, that is it.

19602. His Honor.] Of course, if you leave oub coal-dust, you must go only into the question of the
production of heat ; assuming, as Mr. Sellers does, that 291 degrees is sufficient to cause thie combustion of
coal-dust. Whether it is or is not suflicient is another question.

19603. Mr. Bruce Smith.] What he told us is that this air was driven out from this goaf at such a rate as
to ignite the coal-dust.

19604. His Honor.] Or rather at such a temperature. I understand Mr. Sellers to say that the compression
of the air by the fall raised the temperature of the air which it drove out to such a high point that, when
it was dviven out, it was hot enough to start the combustion of finely divided coal-dust. I quite confess,
with you, that I thought at first that Mr. Sellers said that the rate at which the air was driven out caused
the air in front to be compressed, and that that compression evolved heat enough to ignite coal-dust; but I
understand that to be rather far-fetched, because the primary compression must have been the conipression
due to the fall of the roof.

19605, Mr. Bruce Smith.] .1 am not concerned now with the consideration of the chemical question of
the actual production of the heat; but what I want to get from you is whether you believe that this fall
produced such an alteration in the atmosphere as to ignite coal-dust? 4. That is so.

19606. @. Without the action of any other body? 4. Yes.

19607. @. That is the initial cause of this explosion, air pressure ?

19608. His Honor.] More properly called air compression.

19609. 4. Let me explain myself. When this fall occwrred down at the goaf there was air driven out, and
with it also débris and stuff, which was whirled out from underneath the fall.

19610. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Q. What do you mean by débris? 4. Coal-dust. It was inflammable. Now you
understand me.

19611, Q. Of course. What I want to get from you is this simple proposition which you have propounded
that, with no other clement than air, the coal-dust which is in the air, is ignited ? 4. Yes.

19612, . And then the coal-dust went on, and continued the explosion? 4. Certainly.

19613. Q. Coal-dust, I suppose, is only one form of inflammable matter that may come in contact with air
under this pressure—suppose a man’s hair came in contact with it, what would you expect to take place?
A. T have not thought that out.

19614, . Will you think it out now? .. Coal dust is highly inflammable ; it is all carbonaceous matter,
containing carbon and volatile gases. ]
19615. . Supposing men'’s skins had come in contact with this great heat that you suppose was produced,
without any coal-dust at all, do you think they would have been burnt? 4.1 should imagine they would
have shown some signs of it.

19616. @. You would expect their hair to be burnt? 4. I would not say that.

19617, (. What effect would you expect to find upon a man’s hair and skin from that great heat, in the
absence of coal-dust? 4. I really have not thought that out.

19618. (. Think it vut now ? 4. There would be some heat, I should imagine.

19619, (). Bubt what do you think would be the effect upon hair or skin? 4. I am really not competent to

answer.

19620. . You cannot think it out on the spot? 4. No.

19621. (). Suppose you had to think it out—suppose you had a day to think it out, what would you do ?
A. T would try to get some data of the effect of temperatures on skin, and a lot of things like that.

19622, (). Supposing your theory to be correct, that this sort of thing may take place in a mine without
the presence of any gas at all, what proposal have you to offer the Commission to prevent a recurrence !
A. The only thing I can suggest would be to have the goafs arranged with a multitude of openings, so that
the air would not be confined to one orifice of discharge.

19623. Ts that the practical suggestion which you have to make to the Commission ? 4. That is «!l I can
think of for the moment. _

19624. (. You admitted yesterday that, once the coal-dust was ignited, it is quite possible that the whole
of that part of the mine was, at some time or other, subject to flame? 4. Yes, in the way that we were
talking of it yesterday afternoon.

19625. . I mean to say that that is one of the conclusions you come to, that, after once the coal-dust had
been ignited, and had exploded, flame passed over many parts of that portion of the mine? . Yes, in
sectional parts of the mine. It may not have been all over ; but it may have been in parts, I dare say.
19626, ). And you do not pretend to distinguish now between the things which were subjected to the
actual flame of the coal-dust and those which were subjected to the great heat of the air only without the
coal-dust? 4. No, I cannot distinguish.

19627. @. And therefore you have no hesitation in supposing that these things which were burnt in the
way you describe were burnt by flame? 4. As I described that to you yesterday.

19623. ¢. Burnt by flame? 4. Or great heat, as I said yesterday. 19629.
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19629. (. But you cannot tell which. You admit there was flame there passing over that part of the
mine? 4. Yes.
19630. Mr. Wade.] 1 have got a plan, addressed to Your Honor, which Mr. Curtiss has just brought in. It
shows the air-courses of the mine ; and that is the one, T suppose, which Your Honor has asked for.
19631. His Honor said it would be necessary to call somebody to prove the plan.
19632. Mr. Robertson and Mr. Ritchie said that, to their knowledge, the plan appeared to be inaccurate.
19633. Mr. Wade said he would call Mr. Warburton, the surveyor who had prepared the plan, to-morrow.
19634. Mr. Bruce Smith.] (. I want to ask you about two stoppings. Did youn take any notes of the
different evidences of force that you saw in the mine when you examined it? 4. Yes.
19635. (). Have you those notes here? 1. I have some of them ; and the others I have lost.
19636. (. Will you turn up those, if you have them, which record what you saw with regard to those two
stoppings inbye of No. 5 Right? 4. T have no note of those at all.
19637. (. Will your memory serve you accurately with regard to this? 4. No. I have been trying to
bring my memory to bear on those stoppings ; but I cannot say definitely.
19638, (. Can you say whether the force at those doors was from the intake to the return or from the
veturn to the intake? A. My impressions about the forces at that junction were that the forces were
towards the intake to the right, that is to the east, and the other way to the left, or the west.
19639. (. You have no note about these stoppings; you cannot express an opinion upon that? 4. No.
19640. r. Bruce Smith.] The stoppings are shown on this plaa (Ex. 38) as being driven in the opposite
direction to that given in Morrison’s evidence. Morrison’s evidence is that they were driven from the back
heading to the intake. This plan shows them as being driven the other way.
19641. Mr. Lysaght.] Perhaps Your Honor would allow me to examine after the members of the Com-
mission. 1 have not quite finished reading over Mr. Seller’s evidence ; and you see the disadvantage that
1 would be under. '
19642, Hes Honor.] Very well.

: Examination by Mr. Robertson :—
19643. . T think you have described the condition of the entrance to the 4th Right, that is from the back
heading to the waste, as being wet and damp? 4. Yes, I examined that critically the last time.
19644, . With water dripping from the roof ? 4. Yes.
19645, (). Now, did you go up to the fall? 1. Went to the edge of the fall.
19646. (). Did you notice near to the edge of the fall a space of about five yards square on the side of the
road : did you notice a chock? . There was a chock partly deranged ; I remember that.
19647. (. Did you notice some props standing up in the slack? 4. T do not remember particularly that. 1
remember some props lying with their ends loose, and some slack at the bottom.
19648. (. That is what T am referring to. The props 1 am referring to were props that were half buried
in slack, with their tops nearest the waste?! 4. No, I do not remember that.
19649. . Anyhow, you noticed the chock deranged? A. Yes.
19650. (. Did you notice the direction of the force? 4. Well, it appeared to me, taking all the evidence I
gaw, that it came out.
19651. (. That is very singular to me, because a n:mber of people were there when I was there a few days
afterwards, and we all came to the conclusion that that chock was driven in. Now, if there were half-a-
dozen props standing up half-way up in the slack, with their top ends leaning towards the waste, what
conclusion would you draw from that? .1 should imagine it would be the opposite way, the force, in that
case. The force would be the way that the tops of the props pointed.
19652. Q. The force would be in towards the waste? 4. Yes,
19653. (. Did you notice the character of the fall : did it consist of very large pieces or of ordinary sized
stones ? A, Of fairly large stones, it struck me.
19654. (. Was there anything different from any other fall? 4. Most falls I have seen are smaller than
that. And then, I take into account the nature of the roof which I had seen fallen on the haulage roads—
some of those tremendous big slabs.
19655, What I want to know isthis: from your examination of that fall, can you say if it differed in any
material respect from any other fall. 4. The stones were a bit bigger, I think, Mr. Robertson.
19656. (. Do you think the blocks were as large as that fall at Corrimal where the fire took place?
A. Larger than that.
19657." (). Did yon go up on the top of the fall? 4. No, only to the edge of it.
19658. (. Did you not try to get up, to test for gas? A.I climbed up on the edges, to look for it
that way.
19659. . How far did you get up? A. Perhaps a yard high, or something like that. 1 could not tell you
from memory.
19660. (. I myself got up fully 8 or 9 feet. Ts it not a fact that along the cdges of every fall there is
usually a space which you can wriggle up? 4. Yes, that is so.
19661. (). Did you see above the edge of the fall and round about that chock a lot of small coal and dust?
4. No, I cannot remvember that,
19662, Q. Did you see a lot of small coal? 4. There was a lot of small coal close to the fall ; I remember
that.
19663. (). But there was no dust, because it was all damp? 4. Yes, it was damp. 1t was dripping the
last day 1 saw it : but the first day 1 saw it it was not damp, T think. It was fably dry in there the first
day Tsaw it. T attributed a lot of that moisture to the condensation.
19664. (. Was it not sloppy under the feet? 4. It was wet to the feet afterwards.
19665. . Now, we have it in evidence that there was a fall of 21 feet ! 4. Yes.
19666. (). And you believe that fall fell as a block, more or less? 4. T think it would be more correct to
say that it did not break up very much, I told Mr. Bruce Smith that it might occupy 3 feet.
19667. (. That would cover any dust, if there was any dust? 4. Yes, it would.
19668. (). If the dust in this area, where the fall is said to have occurred, was covered up, and the outlet
was damp, another fall, occurring subsequently, would have no dust to operate on until it reached
the main haulage road, would it? 4.1 would not altogether like to say that; because, although the
bottom dust would be covered up, as you say, by the first fall, there would be dust in suspension in the
atmosphere. 19669,
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19669. Q. There could not bs any dust in suspension in an atmosphere where working had been suspended
for some weeks: what was to stir it up? There were no men working there. Would it not be &
reasonable assumption that no dust could possibly be in suspension there? 4. There would not be a great
deal of dust.

19670. @Q. Would there be any, if there was nobody there to stir it up? 4. I would not like to say that.
19671. . But there was nobady there? 4. But still you get dust in these places sometimes ; it is light
and floating : and the haulage roads are there, and all that sort of thing.

19672. Q. But there is nothing to conduct the air from the haulage road ints that place? 4. Yes; but air
is going past.

19673, Q. Not from the haulage road T 4. But from the return.

19674, Q. But there was nothirg to conduct the return air into this place. On reflection, do you think it
is reasonable to suppose there would be dust in suspension in the air in that goaf? 4.1 should not say
there would be a lot of dust; but there would be some.

19675. (. The place was dwwp : the slack, or whatever was left there, would be covered up by this fall:
where would the dust come from ? [ Witness did not answer. |

19676. Q. Then we may take it that there was no dust to operate on until the blast reached the main
haulage road? 4. I cannot say that.

19677. ¢. But you said the placs was wet, damp, and water was dripping from the roof? A. Yes; but
there could have been dust on the sides.

12678. (. If the place was damp, sloppy underfoot, and water dripping from the roof, do you think it is
feisible that there could be any dust on the sides? 4. You see it takes so little dust to cause a disaster, a
very small quantity.

19679. Q. Assuming that there was no dust for this blast to operate on until it reached the main heading :
the moment this air current, which you suppose was brought up to 291 degrees temperature by compression,
reached the return airway, there would be a sudden expansion and a very sudden drop in temperature ;
and I take it that anything very much less than 367 lbs. per square inch would reduce the temperature
enormously ? 4. Yes; but the damage might be done before you reached the point of reduction.

19680, Q. Yes, but T assume there is no dust ? 4, Well, of course, if you assume that there is no dust, the
theory will not operate ; you cannot apply the theory.

19681. Q. The experiments by Dr. Bedson were made with an air compressor? 4. They were made in
connection with the testing of air compressors.

19682. Q. And, of course, to reach that temperature and that pressure, the air compressor would naturally
have to work against a certain pressure? 4. Not necessarily.

19683. Q. Do you think, if that air compressor had been working against the atmosphere, that the mere
velocity would ever create that temperature? 4. But you would not have the pressure if the air compressor
were working against the atmosphere.

19684, Q. Quite so: that is what I say. Tf the air compressor pumped the air against the atmosphere, do
you think that any velocity would ever bring the temperature up to 291 degrees? A. T think so. For
instance, supposing the air compressor was exhausting aiv at that pressuve, at the point of discharge there
would be that temperature. .

19635. (. But the air compressor cannot bring the temperature of the air up to 291 degrees unless there
was a certain pressurct 4. Say you get your initial pressurve in the air compressor, and that air compressor
Is discharging its air at that pressure to the atmosplere.

19636. ¢. You could not get that temperature? 4. At the point of discharge there would be that pressure.
19627, Q. It you starte ! your air compressor against the atmosphere, how could you get that temperature ?
4. You do not follow me; and I do not follow you. Say you had your air compressed to that temperature
and that pressure, and you opened a small cock at the end of your receiver, or adwitted coal-dust into the
receiver ; or say you had the receiver full at that pressure, and you opered the cock and applied the dust ;
then, if the temp rature of thap air is up to that height, you have the possibility of an explosion.

19683. Q. I take it that you are taking a parallel experiment, as it were: that is to say, the fall in the 35-
acre goaf is the piston, the space in the goaf is the clylinder, and the outlet from the No. 4 Right is the
pipe leading away from the air compressor ! 4. Yes, that is so.

19689. @. Well, if your aiv compre-sor started, as itn this instance, as in this fall, to pump against the
atmospheric pressure, how could you get the temperature? 4. Because the pressure gives the temperature.
19690. ¢. How are you going to get the pressure if you are pumping against the atmosphere? 4.
Because you are discharging a large volume of air through a small orifice.

19691, . Is it the friction? 4. Yes, the friction of the air through that small outlet gives the pressure.
19692. Q. An air compressor, leaving out the power to drive it, consists essentially of a cylinder with a
tightfitting piston 2 A. That is so.

19693. @. And if that piston was not tight, but had, say, a space of 4 in. round about it, would you get
any pressure at all? 4. You might get an increase of temperature without much pressure simply by the
friction of the air being confined in it; for instance, there is such an arrangement, as you are aware, in a
hydraulic brake, where the water is allowed to pass through small orifices; and these orifices make the
water quite ho*, '

19694. Q. Could you get any pressure at all to speak of in an air compressor without the piston being
tightly picked? 4. You could not get much.

19695. ¢. Suppasing Dr. Bedson had wade his experiments with a piston not tight, but with a 4 in. space
about it, could he have got that temperature? 4. I do not suppose he could.

19696. Q. Could he have got it with a space of 1.16th of an inch? 4. He could not have got as much as
he did. -
19697. Q. Then, to get this pressure in“the air coming out of the 4th Right, you must assume a tight
piston? 4. Not necessarily.

19698. @. But you have already said that, in order to obtain a certain pressure, you must have a tight
piston? A. The conditions are not quite parallel. You have a discharge there, but a certain portion comes
through the slack piston ; and I assume a certain portion to come through there (referring to the allowance
of 50 per cent of air which escaped around the fall).

19699. @. You have already said that Dr. Bedson could not have succeeded in obtaining a pressure of 36 Ib,

per square inch with a slack piston? A4, No, 19700,
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19700. @. Then, if that is so, how could you get that pressure with this fall with a slack piston ? 4. The
piston whicl you ave thinking about, and which I am thinking about, is comparatively small, and the
clearances at the sides are comparatively big; but the fall is a larger matter altogether.

19701, @. I do not think it is. Take } in. off a 36 in. piston, and, relatively, you will find that it is about
the same slackness as a foot all round ahout the circumference of this 2-chain square goaf? 4. No, it would
be a lot less. :

19702. Q. A quarter of an inch off a 36-inch piston would be 1-144th ; and this piston, this fall, wlich you
assume is a piston, is 132 feet across; so a foot off that would be 1-132nd. Now, asan engineer, you know,
and I need not say to you, tha’ you cinnot secure any pressure to sp2ak of withoat you havea tight piston ;
the piston is made as exact as mechanical science and practic: can make it? .I. But there you have an
evidence where they have got a pressure by a fall, in the Broken Hill case.

19703. @. There is no evidence at all about pressure in that case ; we have evidence of a rush of air; but
nobody has ever suggested for a moment that there wus a pressure of 36 s. or even 10 Ibs. per square inch.!
4. T do not think you understand me about that fall.  You adinit that it is possible, if you have a fall,
that there is a discharge of air.

19704. Q. Yes? 4. Well, assume half of it goes out sorewhere, and the rest comes down the discharge.
That goes through a certain orifice of discharge ; and, in getting through that orifice of discharge, there is
friction set up ; and it is this friction which sets up the Leat.

19705. (. Quite so ; but what I want to show is the impossibility of getting this pressure when your piston
is working slack—1 foot slack all round about it? 4. Supposing you had that cylinder which you spoke of,
and you moved your piston forward, you would get a discharge would you not ?

19706. . Yes? 4. You get a discharge with the fall just the same,

19707. Q. You do not get a pressure by the discharge of air Ly the piston of an air-compressor unless it is
tight? 4. T do not sce it.

19708. @. Cannodt you see that you cannot get any pressure in the air compressor if the piston is not quite
tight? 4. T do not think the conditions are parallel,

19709. Mr. Robertson.] But you want to draw a pavalle]l between the two; you want to say that this is an
alr-compressor. .

19710. M. Wade.] That was not my theory in putting this evidence befove the Court.

19711, Mr. Robertson.] Then what is it you wish to convey : hzcause it seems to me that you want todraw
a parallel between this fall producing a certain pressure of air and Dr. Bedsen’s experiments,

19712, My, Wade.] No. T only used Dr. Bedson’s experiments for one purpose, to show the ignition point
of coal-dust. Our argument has nothing whatever to do with the piston in Dr. Bedson’s experiments.
That piston worked slowly; perhaps it worked at the rate of a mile an hour, going forward ; and the
velocity was practically nothing. The evidence here is that the fall fell a certain depth, which gives a
certain velocity ; that fall, compressing the air out of this space, gives a certain velocity of some hundreds
of miles an hour; and with that velocity you get the pressure.

19713. Mr. Robertson.] But you cannot get compression with a fall nor with velocity unless the piston is tight.
19714, Mr. Wade.] There is the fact that at Broken Hill, wheve it was not tight, there was an enormous
velocity, which broke men’s bones, and took the scalps off their leads,

19715, Mr. Robertson.] Yes, but it does not want 36 Ibs. per square inch nor 2 Ivs. per square ineh, to knock
men about and kill them.

19716, Mr. Wade] That is so; but T only use that as one step in the argument. I say that the Broken
Hill case shows that the velocity can be obtained by the displacement of air; and there are cases, which
the Commission know of, where displacements of air by avalanches and glaciers have cut tiees off.

19717, His Honor.] You eannot get heat without compression, and very instantaneous compression of the
gas too, because the latent heat made sensible by the compression passes off very quickly.

19718, Mr. Robertson.] It scems to me that you want to throw off the fact of the pressure, and stick to the
velocity.

19719. M. Wade.] No. We worked backwards. We had the evidence that a force had come out of the
4th Right, which split at the main air road, and came outbye and went inbye; and which caused the
ignition of coal-dust. As there was no evidence of the presence of gas, how could that coal-dust have been
ignited 7 Professor Bedson’s experiments sliow that coal-dust will ignite at a temperature of 291 degrecs.
How could you arrive at that temperature? Well, you could get it in two ways. Profcssor Bedson puts
it in his experiments with the air-compressor under conditions entirely different from what happencd in the
mine. He got the pressure in an air cylinder by a piston working slowly, showing that, even working
slowly, compressed air will, in time, give you the heat. But you can get that same result of pressure by,
as it were, a piston working at an enormously increased velocity. I do not put it hiere at all that the
temperature was developed in the mine by the continual accumulation of steady pressure Ly a piston at a
slow rate ; but by the velocity at which the air would travel from that small orifice. Simply by calculation,
you can get that pressure, quite apart from Professor Bedson's experiments. Then, if you can get the
velocity sufficiently high to reach a pressure of 36-7 Ibs. per square inch, you get the conditions which
Professor Badson says will set up the ignition of coal-dust.  Once you get the pressure of 36°7 lbs. per square
inch, it does not matter where yon get it, then the ignition will result.

19720. Mr. Robertson,] Yes, but I want Mr, Sellers to show me where that pressure can be obtained.
19721, Witness.] Take an area 10 feet square, and falling 4 feet 6 inches ; the time occupied would be -5 of
a second.

19722, Mr. Robertsone.] Q. You assume that? 4. I calculate that.

19723. @. But hov can you get this velocity of 700 miles per hour by those conditions? A, You get that
body of air displaced in ‘D of a second.

19724 Q. Leave out that 5 of a second? A4.That s a mathematical fact. If that is not going to be
atmitted——[ leterrupted.)

19725, ¢. But, even assuming the time factor is *5 of a second, and the fall is 4 ft. 6 in., you must allow for the
piston, as it were, working in air? 4. Half of it would go into the goaf.

19726. @. Do not you allow for any of it going round the sides of the piston? A, That is what I allow. I
allow one half of it for that.

19727. (). Did you say it was -5 of asecond ? 4. Yes.

19728. (. That is a half of a second? 4. Yes. 19729.
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19729. (. Do you not think that is a farfetched assumption, that a fall such as this would take place in

half a seeond ? 4. That is the time it would take by the laws of gravity.

19730. (. A free falling body? . Yes.

19731, (). Was this a free falling body ? 4. Well, T am assuming so.

19732, (). Did you ever know, in your experience, of a fall occurring in the half of a second? 4. The

ground would fall that distance in half a second.

19733, ). A free falling body? 4. Yes.

1973+, (. T ask you again, in your experience as a practical Manager, did you ever know of an extensive

fall ocourring in the space of half a second? 4. Well, candidly, there is the rending of the rocks, and a

momentary hanging ; but immediately it gets released it falls as a free falling body.

19735. . Would it not be nearer the mark to say that hardly any fall takes place under a space of time of

ten or twenty seconds? A. That is right enongh; you get a fall ; and then there is the dribbling of the

material above from the ground where it fell.

19736. And you think this space 2 chains square would fall flat all over? 4.1 had assumed that.

19737, ). In Lalf a second? ., Yes.

19738. Mr. Wade.] Tt is not our case that it did. Our case was this: T worked backwards to the dividing

point, the junction of the 4th Right with the haulage road ; and I said, If you find evidences of immense

forea from that point going inbye and outbye, and if the theory of gas at Morrison’s place will not account

for it, and if the theory of the explosion travelling back from Morrison’s place will not account for it, then

something must have taken place between the junction of the 4th Right and the goaf.” If there was an

explosion of gas, it must have taken place there. The evidence will not support that theory. So we were

driven back to the fall in the goaf, which we knew took place at that time. Then we took that fact alone,

that a fall 40 yards square did happen at that time, practically in a solid body : that fell 4 ft. 6 in. If

those were the exact conditions, that fall in itself could induce a velocity of air through the orifice of 700

miles an hour; and that, in itself, could give an air pressure through the oritice suflicient to cause a

temperature which would ignite coal-dust. We do not say that did take place, at all: it may have been

that a larger area of voof fell : it may have fallen in an extraordinary condition, and under extraordinary

circumstances : but all T say here is that, if we are called upon to account for the condition of forces in that

4th Right, if that fall did take place at the time of the explosion, if the roof did fall under certain condi-

tions, then those conditions would give the velocity we have spoken of before. In the first place there is

this calculation that we have made in regard to it. We took 1 ft. 6 in. as the depth of the fall; and we.

only took 40 yards square as the area of the fall when it may have been more. It is just possible that the

roof of the adjoining waste, where there had been a fall also, may have fallen at the same time. All we say.

is that it is physically possible, according to the laws of physics, that you could get a speed of air of 700

miles an hour from that goaf where this blast came from. Then, without going any further than the witness

has gone himself, that would give this pressure sufficient to cause a temperature that would ignite coal-dust..

We do not say it did happen: it is only a theory put forward. Tt is only to show that, if it cannot be

accounted for by gas, or by gas plus coal-dust, at that point, then we put fovward a theory based on those

bare conditions. We do not say it did happen; we only say it could have happened. Taking those bare

facts, those, in themselves, could give the results which we put forward.

19739, His Honor.] T might point out one error in the calculation ; and that is the calculation of the tine

taken by the fall of the falling body depends upon the assumption that that body is falling in vacuo. Now,

in this ease, the assumption is that that body, in falling, put upon the air underneath it an enormous

pressure ; and, in point of fact, that very pressure, put by the falling body upon the air beneath it, would

enormously retard the rate of falling of that body ; and, therefore, that entirely upsets the whole calculation

with regard to the time tiken for that body to fall.  The very fact that the falling body is exevting this

extraordinary compression on the air, and is driving out the air at this extraordinary rate, is at variance

with the conclusion that it fell at the assumed rate at which it would have fallen if it had fallen in a

vacunm. That consideration at once seems to me, apart from all sorts of other considerations, to make it

entively an erroneous caleulation.

19740. M. Robertson.] Then, if the portion of the roof that fell were 10 ft. in thickness, that would be

10 1b. to the square inch to ultimately meet a pressure of 36 Ib. to the square inch.

19741, Ilis Honor.] It would be eased down. The two hypotheses, the hypothesis of the conclusion, and

the hypothesis of the cause, will not work together.

19742, Mr. Robertson.] Q. It would not be unreasonahle to say that it might take a second? 4. T should

say that it might probably be the time I calculate.

19743. (. But would it be at all unreasonable to assume that the fall might even take two seconds? 4. I

do not see why it should take two seconds.

19744. (. That is nct very long? 4 But it does not take very long for a stone to fall a few feet.

19745, His Honor.] T they drop quickly there isnothing to stop them; and if there is nothing tostopthem there

is nothing to be compressel ; andif there is nothing to be compressed there is no pressure of air at the orifice.

19746. Myr. Robertson.] Tt might take a second ; if it takes a second, this pressure and this velocity could

not be got ! 4. Air pressures would be reduced proportionately to the increase in the time.

19747. (. If it took a second, the pressure would be reduced by one-half? 4. Yes.

19748, (). And the temperature would be reduced to what? 4. Not quite mathematically a half.

19749. (). What would it be, just roughly? A.T would not like to say that. The temperature is not

exactly in proportion to the pressure. Tt would be reduced, anyhow.

19750. (. Would it be reduced to one-half? .

19751. Ilis Homor.] Mr. Wade, I presume you have not submitted this hypothesis to a real expert, like

Professor Warren, have youv.

19753. Mr. Wade.] No. The position is this, that, on the one hand, Mr. Atkinson bas to adopt a

hypothesis which there is no evidence at all to support (Interrupted).

19753, His Honor.] 1f Mr. Atkinson, you think, adopts a foolish hypothesis, we can only say that that

does not justify you in adopting a still more foolish one.

19754. Mr. Wade.] T do not say that Mr. Atkinson’s hypothesis is foolish ; T would not be so disrespectful

to him, nor to the Court. We say there is a theory put forward to account for it; and, having traced the

evidences of the force, if the theory of a gas explosion fails, we put forward another theory to account for it.
19753,
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19755. His Ionor.] You assume as part of your negative theory that if you do light a body of inflammable

gas at its less explosive edge, where it is over-diluted, you will not get a radiation of explosive forces from

its actual centre.

19756, Mr. Wade.] There again Your Honor asks me to assent to a thing of which, so far as I know, there

has been no proof in the past.

19757. His Honor.] 1 think the Commission are all agreed, as a point of fact, that you do get, under those

circumstances, a radiation of forces from very nearly the mathematical centre of that body of explosive gas,

and not from its edge ; and, if Morrison’s light did light that gas from its least inflammable edge, where it

was over-diluted, there is nothing in that fact inconsistent with the fact that the final explosion took place

in the centre of that body of gas, which would be, from the theory of its having been expelled from the 4th

Right, very near the opening of the 4th Right at the time of the explosion ; and the possibility of that you

dispute. :

197%8. Mr. Wade.] Yes.  All sides admit this, that those stoppings were apparently blown out at a very

carly stage, and there was some of this force going up the travelling voad. 'that is shown by the evidence

of the buildings of that door just inbye of the tth Right in the travelling road ; and there isnoevidence at

all of any explosive wixture or flame having travelled up the travelling road, or down it. The boy Hammon

was in the travelling road neiwr the 5th Right; and all he got was Qust, and no flame at all.  If the

Commission think that this body of gas would tail out from the 4th Right to Morrison’s light, there must

have been an cnormous conflagration—* flame” would be no word for it—the mine would be almost full of

flame under those circumstances,

19759, A, Robertson.] Not necessarily.

19760. Mr. Wade.} His Honor put 1t this way that, if the initial point of the explosion was Morrison’s

light, where the air would contain the least proportion of explosive gas, the ignition would go Lack to the

point where the centre of the body of gas was, I understand, and would radiate from that point; and that

might account for the radiation going inbye and outbye from the 4th Right. Tf that is so, then we havea

body of gas at least 200 yards long.

19761. AMr. Robertson.] No, you only have 1 or 2 per cent., with dust. You have not to consiler that it

would be pure gas.

19762, Mr. Wade.] 1f it were pure gas, there would be no explesion probably.

19763. Mr. Robertson.] You only want 2 per cent.

19764, Mr. Wade.] Two per cent. suits my purpose exactly. If there were 2 per cent. at Morrison’s light,

and going back to the junction of the 4th Right with the main haulage road, it would give an enormous

volume of explosive mixture. If there is 2 per cent. at Morrison’s light, and no more than 2 per cent. at

the 4th Right, it will give the same explosion at the 4th Right. You have that large body of gas ; and it

is mixed up with coal-dust; and what you would expect from that under ordinary conditions would be a

deposition of coked dust throughout the length and breadth of the mine, probably. [f there were this

enormous body of flame from the 4th Left to the 4th Right, it would innunediately attack the 4th Left

travelling road, or haulage road, which was a dusty road, and we would find it travelling vight through the

shaft district ; but the only evidence of the effect of heat or flawe to the left. of the 4th Left turn is the

abrasion of the skin of this Loy, Kembla Statford. He is the only one who had any indication of heat upon

him who was to the Ieft of the 4th Left travelling road. T am not speaking now of Aitken and Morris,

who were in the faces, who were said to have been singed.

19765, Mr. Eobertson.] T certainly saw some myself up on Stafford’s Flat.

19766. Mr. Wade.] 1 am only speaking of the evidence. The only persons referred to from first to last ag

having been under the influence of flamie or heat were Aitken and son, Morris and son, and Purcell, who

were working in the faces of No. 1, and Kewbla Stafford. They were all I knew of.

19767. Mr. Robertson.] (). You have not given the temperature? 4. 84 degrees.

19768. (. That is to say, if the pressure were only onc half, the temperature would be only 84 degrees ?

4. Yes.

19769. Q. Of course, it is nobt necessary to say that a temperature of 84 degrees wounld not ignite dust?

A. That wonld be the increase of temperature.

19770. (. Add that to the assumed temperature of the atmosplere, say 60 degrees? A, No, that is wrong.

The total increase would be 34 degrees.

19771, . And what would be the total temperature! .. Ninety-four decimal eight (94-8) degrees.

19772, . Then, if the time factor was a second, and not half a second, the temperature would be only

94 degrees? A. Yes.

19773. . Even if it were three-qnarters of a second only, still the temperature would be far below the

ignition-point of dust 7 4. Yes, that is so. ’

19774, Q. So that, if we assume three-quarters of a second for the period of time of the fall, it is impossible

to veach the igniting-point of coal dust? 4. That is so. This has only been put forward as a bypothesis to

account for the radiation of forces from the 4th Right forward, inhye and outbye.

19775. Q. Yes; but we only want to ses whether the premises are reasonable. You have had a considerable

experience of the working of pillars at the Metropolitan Colliery ; and I dare say you have seen large areas

hanging there, quite as large as this fall in question? .f. Yes.

19776. . Did you ever hear of any trouble by falls? . No, nothing to speak of.

19777, Q. And pillar-working is carried on very extensively there, is it not? 4. That is so; but the

conditions are hardly parallel, because in the Metropolitan you are leaving a lot of slack in to support the

roof when it does fall.  You have your gobs in your pillar workings.

19778, . Still, it is not packed up, and you can always look for an average fall of at least 5 feet? 4.1

would not say that—1I should say less than that. '

19779. Q. At all events, pillar-workings are carried on very extensively there; and larger areas than

40 yards square, the arvca of this supposed fall, are frequently hanging? 4. That is so,

19780. . And in all these years there has never been any trouble? 4. That is right. Then, you see, the

conditions are not parallel, Inasmuch as your roof falls upon the slack, and the distance it falls is less.

19781. . You assume 4 feet 6 inches, and there must be at least 4 feet 6 inclies of an average fall at the

Metropolitan Colliery, with all the slack in? 4. Suppose you had that area hanging, it would not fall

4 feet 6 inches in the Metropolitan, because it would fall upon the slack that is in between your two roads
19782.
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19782. (). But there are many eases where there is very little slack to bo found ¢ . In those cases it would
be right.
19783. (). But do not you think that, considering the extent t» which pillar operations are carried on there,
and the frequency with which the roof is hanging up after the timbers have been withdrawn, if such an
inconceivable velocity as 700 miles per hour from orifices were possible at Kembla, it is also possible at the
Metropolitan Coltliery ? 4. But I think you mistake altogether the trend of my evidence. I mentioned
that as a hypothetical case, as what could occur—I do not say it did occur. I do not say that the eonditions
were exactly as [ have assumed them ; but the result of the conditions I there assume would be the result
which T approximate there. That was a hypothesis which would explain an ignition which I could not
explain in any other way.

Examination by Mr. Ritchie :—
19784." Q. Have you made any caleulation of the velocity of the expelled air caused by a fall 2 feet 6 inches
in thickness? 4. No.
19785. Q. Over the same area that you have been dealing with, where this subsequent fall oceurred ?
A. That would be much less, because the time-factor would be shorter.
19786. AMr. Rsbertson.] (. How is that? 4. No, the time would be longer, would it not, relatively to the
area. No, the time-factor would be shorter.
19787. Mfr. Ritchie | Q. How do you arrive at that conclusion? 4. By considering the laws of gravity.
19788, (. D) you mean to say that it has further to fall? 4. T thought you meant 2 feet 6 inches of a fall.
19789. (). The thickness of the strata falling would be 2 feet 6 inches? A. It would make no difference in
my calculation, because the distance it fell would be the same, and it would occupy the same time.
19790. Q. Would the same quantity of air be expelled by a fall 2 feet 6 inches coming down in one solid
body as a fall 4 feet 6 inches? 4. The displacement would be the same.
19791. Q. Would you expect the same result if the air had come through the same orifice? 4. I daresay
you would—mathemartically speaking, you would. :
19792. Ilis Ifonor.] Surely Mr. Sellers hias got a wrong impression of what Mr. Ritchie means.
19793. Mr. Ritchie.] T am trying to get Mr. Sellers” attention oa to the first fall. T am asking lLim to
assume that the first fall covered the same area as the second fall, which is said to have caused the disaster.
19794. Witness.] In that case you cite the distance is only 2 feet 6 incles, and the time of fall would be
less.
19793. Mr. Ritchie.] Q. The distance of the fall is the same ; it would be greater, in fact, because you your-
self have allowed 6 inches for expansion of the fall? 4. Well, give me the distance.
19796. Q. This fall would have somewhere ahout 6 feet to fall? 4. The amount of displacement would be
greater if it had to fall 6 feet.
19797. Q. Would you expect that the result would be the same, or greater, from the point of view of the
destruction caused ? 4. Mathematically, it would be greater.
19798. (). Are not you surprised to know that a fall 2 feet 6 inches did take place over that area, and did
no harm whatever ! /.1 am not in a position to dispate it; although I have only heard it in Court. [
accept that. .
19799. . If the evidence was so, that a fall of 2 feet 6 inclies took plaee over that area, and did do harm,
would you be surprised !
19800. M. Wade] The evidence does not show how it fel. ~If you assume it fell in one solid
piece -—— [ Interrupted.]
19801. Mr. Ritchie.] T am taking his own evidence for that He says that, from his own observation, he
thinks it would fall solid.
19802. . Would you say that, Mr. Sellers? 4. If it fell en bloc.
19803. (). You assume that it has fallen solidly there? A. Yes, I expect it has fallen solid; and T am
dealing with that set of conditions,
19804. Q. Now, I am taking this fall of 2 feet 6 inches in the same way that you say you expect it would
fall ; would you Le surprised to hear that that fall did take place and caused no harm? 4.1 would not be
surprised, because we have falls in the pits regulaily.
19805. (). Are your surprised at the result of the second one? 4. T only put this case Lypothetically. I
assume that a certain arer did fall a certain distance in a eertain time. If 16 did so, it would give a certain
temperature, which Professor Bedson says would ignite coal-dust. If you destroy those premises altogether
there is no hypothesis.
19806. (. If this 2 feet 6 inches of a fall did take place, you, in your evidence now, state that it would cause
a greater displacement ! 4. I do not quite follow you altogetlier. You say it fell from the same height !
19807. Q. Or a greater height? A, Then you would have a greater displacement.
19808. @. Then I suppose you would admit that the first fall after the pillars had been extracted would have
a great deal more dust to operate on than the second fall? 4. Yes, probably.
19809, (. You also admit that, if there were gas there, it would have the gas to operate on? A. Yes; if
there was gas there.
19810. (. Are you now surprised to hear that no harm was done by that first fall, in view of your hypo-
thetical case? . No, T am not surprised at all ; because my case 1s pure hypothesis.
19811. @. You still Liold the opinion that a fall of 2 fect 6 inches could take place, having 6 feet of space to
fall through, having dust to operate on, having any other noxious gas that might be there to operate on,
and it would do no possible harm whatever; and, subsequent to that, another fall might take place, having
less space to fall through, and it would do all the harm here? 4.1 cannot answer that question. You put
one at a time. You are mentioning two cases for which there is no parallel. It is a bit confusing.
19812, T have asked you, and yon have answered me, that the first fall would canse the greater displace-
ment of air? 4. Yes, mathematically speaking.
19813. (. And T have put it to you that the evidence goes to prove that no damage was done by that great
displacement of air? . Yes, that is right. ,
19814. Q. Now, I ask you what additional reason have you got for supposing that the second fall, which
would have a less space to fall through—or, in other words, would cause a less displacement of air—would
cause the damage you speak of. 4. T have no reason whatever.
19815. (). And is it quite consistent with your theory that the second fall would do this damage, Lut the
first fall did none? . Tt is consistent with my theory that either fall would do the damage. 19816.
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19816. . But you have got the evidence that the first fall did no damage whatever? 4. I have not got
that evidence. It is only an assumption.

19817. @. T put it to you now, that it is practically before us in that way now—does that alter your opinion
as to the action of the second fall? . I do rot see that it alters it very much. The second fall is based
on mathematical conditions. If the conditions depend on unknown factors, those conditions might have
differed in the first fall from the conditions in the second.

19818. . Do not you think it would be better to take facts than hypotheses? 4, Certainly, it would be
better.

19819. (. Do not you think you should rely upon them in your caleulations ! A. There are some things
you have to demonstrate hypothetically. .

19820. (. Have you had any fall so extensive as that, under your management? 4. We have had certain
extensive falls.

19821, ¢. And the only result was the banging of doors? 1. Yes ; but the conditions were not parallel,
because where that fall was there were openings radiating on all sides.

19822, . You told us you made an inspection of Kembla Colliery about three years before the disaster !
A. In the beginning of 1900,

19823. (. Have you any recollection of what the state of the road leading into the 4th Right was at that
time, with respect to dust? 4. Tt did not occur to me that it was a dusty road at all, speaking practically,
now. We went in that road ; and it was not particularly dusty. It was not dusty in the same degree as
we know dusty mines, like Helensburgh.

19824, Q. Was it damp? 4. Portions of it were damp. There were several damp sections along there, I
recollect.

19825. (. That is the road leading past the 4th Right entrance, and the entrance to the 4th Right itself?
A. T was not in the 4th Right itself. T went round that left liand circuit.

19826. . And if this great current you speak of was caused throngh the expulsion of the air by this fall,
where would you get the greatest compression—at the opening, at the orifice directly leading from the 4th
Right, or out in the main heading? .. The greatest compression would be ou the western edge of the cut-
through leading from the 4th Right before it debouched on the travelling road.

19827. Q. That is, before it reached the back heading? /1. Before it reached the back heading.

19828. (). You would expect the greatest compression there? 4. I should imagine so.

19829. . You would expect to have the highest temperature there? 4. Yes, ncar that point.

19830. Q. Would not you expect, if the explosion was brought about by the high temperature, that the
radiation of force would be from the back heading, instead of from the front heading? 4. No.

19831, Q. You say here that the highest temperature was brought about by the compression of the air, and
that it had reached its highest point by the time it reached the back heading ; and you have also said that
there would be dust coming out ;—would it not then be reasonable to say that the explosion would take
place from where the highest temperature was? . Yes ; but there was force behind it which would carry it
to the western side of the main haulage road, and that would be the splitting point. The evidence, to my
mind, shows that it did that.

19832, . Do not you know that we have evidence liere which shows that there was force which came
down that back heading on the inbye side of the 4th Right? . I do not know of that.

19833. Mr. Wade.] I do not know that. The evidence was that that door was displaced by a force going
from the outbye to the inbye.

19834, Mr. Ritchie.| There is evidence in Mr. Atkinson’s evidence that there was force which came down
that back heading.

19835. Mr. Wade.] Inbye of the Hth Right ?

19836, Mr. Ritchie.] Yes.

L9837, Mr. Wade.] Yes.

19838, My, Ritchie.] (. Whiclh was the dustiest part of that road? Where would it meet the greater
amount of dust, in the back heading or the front heading? 4. The front heading.

19839, Q. Are you quite sure of that? .. T did not inspect the place immediately before the disaster ;
but I should imagine that, from the condition that the return air is usnally damper than the intake—
it gathers moisture—and when you are Lauling coal there is always an imperceptible dust that goes off
the trams.

19840. Q. When you have large areas like that in collieries that you have to manage, what steps do you
take to prevent accidents like that happening? Where you have large areas standing, and likely to fall
any moment, what steps do you take to prevent accidents occurring? 4. Withdraw the men.

19841. . Is that all you would do now, in view of the evidence you have given here about this disaster !
4. I 'think so. T would withdraw the men that I should imagine would be cffected.

19842, (). I asked vou yesterday about the men who would be likely to be affected ; and I think you said
the men who would be immediately under the falling mass? 4. No, I do not say anything of the sort. I
said, “The men who would be affected by the falling mass.”

19843, (. Take Mount Kembla ; would you think it necessary to withdraw the men working in the 5th
Right? 4. No.

19844, (. Not in view of your own hypothetical case in regard to this matter? A. In view of what has
happened since, I would have probably.

19845. (. T want to have clearly now what you think it would be necessary to do now, in view of what has
happened? .. T should imagine, if you anticipate anything like that, you would certainly withdraw the
whole of the miners.

19846. (. Is that all you would think of doing? .1. What more could you do? Youmight make au effort
to uphold the voof ; but T am afraid it would be an effort that would not be successful.

19847, @. Ts that all you could do besides simply withdrawing the men? If you were managing Mount
Kembla at the present time, and had a goaf standing somewhat similar to that which has fallen in the 4th
Right there, you say that now, in view of what has happened, you would withdraw the men ;—is that all
you would think of doing? 4. T might have taken another step ; bat I wou'd have to think that out.
19848, . It is the steps you would take now that I want to know ? .1, That is the principal step I would
take.

16825 29—4 H 19849.
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19849. (. Would not you keep men examining this place regularly, in order to report when it was likely
to fall? 4. It might have been unsafe to send the men in there. Presuming the place was safe, I should
certainly say I would have it examined. :
19850. (. Have you put before the Commission the idea that the roof suddenly falls without any warning ?
4. When it is falling.
19851. . Have you seen much roof falling? 4. I have seen it falling.
19852. (). Have you been actually there? 4. I have been pretty close to it.
19853. (. And you seriously put it before the Commission that a large body of roof like this might fall
without any warning at all? ~ 4. I do not put it that way. Of course, if you draw tie timber out of the
roof, you naturally anticipate a fall ; and then you come to a certain stage when you have to take cerain
precautions ; but if the roof is supported you do not need to take these precautions.
19854, (. I am putting the case before you where you have drawn the timber, and you expect to see it
fall? 4. You go and see whether it has fallen.
19855. (. If you had a goaf standing, your idea of management now is that you would withdraw the men
until it had fallen? A. Yes, if the conditions were where one might anticipate a similar result [meaning
the Mount Kembla disaster]. That would only depend on one’s judgment ; it would depend on the
conditions surrounding the case, if they were similar.
19856. (. I am going to take your own evidence to-deal with the conditions. You said that in your opinion
Mount Kembla was one of the safest mines in the Colony ! 4. Yes.
19857. (. And it was not a dusty mine? . Yes.
19858. (. And that there was no gas? 4. Yes, that is from my knowledge of the mine previously.
19859. (. In your opinion now it would be necessary, in the safest mine in the Colony, if you anticipated
a fall, to withdraw the men? 4. No, that is absurd.
19860. (. Then what conditions would you lay down as to when they should be withdrawn? 4. That is a
thing that would take a week to explain. I would have to indicate every little thing. It depends entirely
on the conditions, as to whether the men should be withdrawn or not.
19861, (. Surely you could give the Commission a general idea, without going into the matter in detail 7
4. Your question is so general that it could not be answered, except by a most detailed explanation.
19862, @. I do not want to ask you all these details ; if there was no gas and no dust, what would you do'
I put it generally? 4. I would say this: if, in my opinion, it was not necessary to withdraw them, I would
not withdraw them. I would base my opinion on my judgment of all the circumstances surrounding it.
19863. (. You have told us you would do it if the conditions were the same as at Kembla. What were
the conditions at Kembla? 4. There was an area of ground that fell.
19864. Q. We would anticipate that at any colliery. That is what I put to you? 4. Under the same
conditions.
19865. . What were the conditions ! 4. I cannot say. They were the same as all over the district,
speaking generally.
19866. (. If a large fall of that kind was expected at any colliery in the district, would you withdraw the
men then? . That would depend entirely upon my own judgment.
19867. Q. How do you mean? A, I cannot open my brain to you. That would depend entirely upon my
discretion and judgment, founded upon practical knowledge.
19868, Then your previous answer cannot be any use to the Commission—when you said that, if the
conditions were similar, you would withdraw the whole of the men from the whole of the places. What is
the use of that answer, if now you tell us that it would depend entirely on your judgment? 4. But you
take that answer in quite a bald way—in a way in which it was never intended to be taken. I said,if I
had anticipated a fall that in my opinion would give results similar to those at Kembla, then I would
withdraw the men.
19869. (. But you were asked what were the conditions. All we want to get, really, is some definite
opinion from you, as an expert, to see what can be done to avoid these things in the future? 4. A mineis
& matter that you cannot lay down all rules and documents for—you cannot make rules for every
contingency. A lot has to be left to experience, and discretion, and judgment, in the matter. If the
Manager is competent, he has the knowledge of these things, and he is seized with his responsibility, and
acts accordingly.
19870. Q. Then everything depends on having a competent Manager, in your opinion? 4.1 should say so.
19871. (). What method of examining waste workings do you adopt at the collieries which youhave charge
of 7 A. We examine as far as practicable,
19872. (. What does that mean? 4. We go to all the dead ends and the edges of all fallen ground, and
that sort of thing.
19873. (. Supposing you have a fairly large avea, with the timber drawn, and the roof standing intact, and
no indications of a fall about to take place, what do you do then? 4. You would satisfy yourself that there
is no explosive gas there.
19874. O, How do you satisfy yourself? A, In the usual way.
19875. Q. In what way? 4. You go and examine, I suppose.
19876. (. What method of examining do you adopt? A. You go and examine to see whether there is any
gas there.
19877. Q. Do you go in with a safety-lamp ; and go in beyond the edge; or stand at the outside? . Tt
entirely depends on the conditions. If it is a mine that is giving off explosive gas and is worked with a
safety-lamp, then you would go and examine with the safety-lamp ; but, if it is a mine that is not giving oft
explosive gas, you would examine accordingly.
19878. (). Then you tell us now that where no explosive gas is found you simply go to the edge of the
place? 4. No.
19879. Q. How far would you go? A. As far as is consistent with safety.
19880. (. Is that the method you have adopted? 4. Yes. Of course you cannot tell a man to go into a
place where the roof may fall on his head and kill him.
19881. Q. I put it to you this way : the goaf is standing, with no indication of falling. Of course, if your
idea is that it comes suddenly, and takes half a second to fall, then it would be unsafe to go anywhere?
A, Tf T understand you to mean a place that is standing up then you could go to the face of that place.

‘ ' 19882,
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19882. (. No. There is a large area standing, with the timber drawn: you want it to fall, but there is no
indication of its falling? 4. Those indications are hardly safe. Would you expect a man to go into a
place where you had drawn the timber and you expected the roof to fall ?

19883. (). As a matter of fact, I have gone? 4. I would not send my officials in a place like that.

19884, (). Would you be satisfied if it was examined at the edge of the standing pillars that supported this
goaft 1. That would depend on the condition of the surrounding areas. You would probably get some
indications of the state of this place at the other openings.

19835, . Is there any method you could suggest, some method of testing where it would not be safe for a
man to go in to test the condition of the centre of these goafs? 4. As a broad principle, I think this could
be adopted : if you put the air through the waste, then, if you get the condition of the air that is coming
from the centre of the goaf, you get the condition of the centre of the waste.

19886. (). Is that always practicable? 4. It is always practicable ; and that is a very good principle to
adopt.

19887, (). Supposing you had a large area which was just like a gasometer, and you could not possibly put
the ventilation through it to see what it contained, is there any suggestion you could put before the
Commission whereby other means might be adopted of testing that place without the necessity for a man
togoin? 4. In the first place, I would never allow any of my old workings to remain in a gaseous
condition. Tf I knew that any of my old workings were going to have gas in them, I would jolly soon put
air through them.

19888, (. They would want to be open for the air to go through? 4. You could force air through over the
top of the fall.

19889. (. Your idea is to put ventilation into those standing goafs wherever you suspect an accumulatlon
of gas? 4. Yes, wherever it is practicable to do it.

19890. (. You have had some fires in the mine of which you are Manager? 4. Yes;, we had a fire.

19891. (. How were those fires brought about? A. The miners were working a pillar—I may mention
that we made our goafs towards the end of our boundaries : we had no central goafs like these [pointing to
the Mount Kembla plan]; and we allowed a portion of the return air to scale through the goat. Well, at
this particular place—1 was there the day previously with the Inspector of Collieries; and on top of the
fall we got § per cent. of inflammable vapour with the hydrogen lamp—the men were working with naked
lights in the face : the face was absolutely clear : we eould not get a show (of gas) there.

19892. (. How far was the face from the edge of the goaf? 4. One side of the face went right on the
goaf. Bo I got the under-manager and talked it over, and told him to put a bit more brattice in to drive
that stuff out ; and I told him to go there next morning and look at it ; and I said, *You take a lamp
t0o, and examine it”; and he wade an examination, and got absolutely nothing. Then he went over the
bottom of the place —it is bottom gas we are speaking of—and he made an examination with the naked
light to see if Le could find any cutters. The gas comes in cutters there—a bit of a squib. He found
nothing at all. Then he went to put the canvas the way we had arranged the night before. Twenty
minutes elapsed between the under-manager’s coming away and the return of the deputy ; and when
the deputy got there the miners had knocked off work at the face and retired, and came back and threw
their light off their cap on the floor ; and their light was thrown close to one of ‘these, cutters in the face ;
and it went, just like a squib, on to some bark that was under the falls, and lit the bark on a prop, and
communicated the light to other pieces of broken props and into the goaf.

19893, . And that was the cause of the fire? 4. That was the cause of the fire.

19894. (. Do you say that you only discovered  per cent. of gas there? 4. Thatis all. And that was
high up. We got in a big crack as high as we could get. This bottom gas at Corrimal secms to have this
peculiarity, that, at the moment of its emission, it is heavy ; and, if it is allowed to lie in a state of rest, it
will lic on the bottom ; but, if it is stirred up with an air current, the different gases in it are broken up,
and the lighter gas rises ; and it is that factor which causes these low percentages, secmingly, in the goaf.
19895. . In view of the fact that you did anticipate damger there, was it examined frequently by the
officials ? 4. For gas !

19896. ). Yes. .1. Most decidedly. I had examined it there the day previously ; and the Ingpector had
been there the day previously. It was examined regularly.

19897. (. Was it examined frequently during the day-shift! 4. It was examined twice during the day-
shift, and always by the night deputy.

19898, (. If you have places standing in your colliery which are abandoned for the time being, are they
examined ? 4. All places are examined in South Bulli at the present time. We make it a point to get at
the condition of every face. I do not mean the old workings: I mean the faces standing between places
that are working.

19899. Q. Is it your practice to have an air current travelling round these places which may be temporarily
abandoned? .. That is in accordance with ordinary practice,

19900. @. You make it a practice to have that done always? 4. Yes.

19901. ). How often do you do your waste examinations? A. We examine wastes at South Bulli at the
present time twice a week; we are only required to do it once a week, but we are doing it twice.

19902. 5. Do they examine the whole of the wastes twice a week? A, As far as practicable.

19903. ¢. They do not select a part during one week and another part next week? 4. No; the whole of
the waste workings. We go in as far as it is safe and as far as it is practicable,|

19904. @. I suppose you have got all reports in writing in regard to these examinations? A. Yes.

Further examination by Mr. Robertson :—

19905. @. T think you said during your evidence that you considered Kembla, prior to the explosion, a safe
mine? A, [ did.

19906. (. In view of what has occurred, do you think that a mine of that character should be worked with
naked lights in future? 4. No, I should say, in the light of what has happened there and the danger from
pit fires with naked lights, that it is a wise thing to use safety-lamps under conditions where a mine gives
off a small quautity of gas.

19907. Q. May 1 take it that Kembla accident has been a revelation to the most sceptical mining men
of the dangers of a mine slightly gassy? 4. Well, you may take that view of it, although——(Interrupted),
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19908. @. I am asking—do you take that view of it? 4. Yes, I would say that any mine that gives off a
small quantity of gas should work with safety-lamps.

19909, (. Such a mine is what you may call potentially dangerous? 4. Yes.

19910. (). Of course you know there has been a great deal of difference of opinion among mining men as
to when a mine should be worked with safety-lamps—with sonie men there is a difficulty in drawing the
line? 4. Yes.

19911, Q. Do not you think it is highly necessary that gassy mines should be clearly defined? A. Yes, I
should say that any mine that gives off gas—any mine that you can get a detection of gas, say, up to a half
per cent. with the hydrogen lamp.

19912. @. Would you draw the line even at half per cent.? .. Yes, T mean half per cent. in the faces, not
in the return. I would go as far as that, but not further.

19913. (. But the probability is that, if you had examined Mount Kembla Mine in the faces, you might
"not have detected even a half per cent. Would it not be running on safe lines to define a gassy mine as
‘a mine that gives off gas”? 4. Exactly. I had that in my mind when I was speaking about half per
cent. That is a quantity which you could detect ; and if you got that quantity I think you should use
safety-lamps.

Further examination by Mr. Ritchie :—

19914. (. Do you say that Kembla Mine was giving off gas? 4. No.

19915. @. Do you believe it was giving off gas? 4. No, I cannot believe that; because I have got no
evidence to support me in that.

19916. @. Do you that it was not giving off any gas? 4. So far as my knowledge goes, it gave off no gas.
19917. Q. Of course you know you have discovered gas in Kembla yourself? . Yes, but that is under an
exceptional condition.

19918. Q. But, if it was not giving it off, you could not get it? . But that gas is explainable in some
other way.

19919. @. Would that be generated in some other way than the usual way? 4. I sliould imagine that that
was present by the distillation of the coal caused by heat by the explosion ; and that would rise to the
highest part of the mine, and be present there.

19920. (). Then I take it the Kembla Mine did not give off gas? 4. That is my impression.

19921. . And, in view of that serious disaster taking place at a mine which, in your opinion, did not give
off gas, do you still think that there should be a report of gas before safety-lamps are used? 4. That is
rather hard to answer, because it is not a question of gas altogether. It is a question of the dryness of the
mine, its temperature, and depth. For instance, I know a mine in Newcastle where it is damp, and where
gas lias never been seen, and the workings are very shallow ; and, in that place, really, I think it would not
be any safer with safety-lamps than with naked lights.

19922, . Then you hold this opinion, that it may be necessary to use safety lamps where no gas is being
given off I 4. You could use them where gas was not being given off.

19923. @. Do you think it may be necessary ¢ .. Yes, by reason of the danger of inflammation of the
mine, the danger of bark and stuff.

19924. @. You have told us that, in your opinion, Kembla was not a gassy mine; and yet we have this
disaster there? 4. Yes, but T should certainly say that it is right now to use safety-lamps in Kembla.
19925. (. But there are other mines besides Kembla which may never have been regarded as as safe as
Mount Kembla? 4. I think that is a matter to be feft. I think if a mine gives off gas, if you can detect
gas, it is safe to put in safety-lamps ; and if you cannot detect gas I think the conditions surrounding the
mines are such that, if the Government Inspectors think safety-lamps should go in, they should say so, and
then have arbitration, if the Manager thinks not.

19926. Mr. Robertson.] @. I think you consider that itis safe to put safety-lamps into every mine that is not
naturally wet, or that is dry and dusty ? 4. Yes.

19927. (. Did you give some evidence on the effect of watering mines? 4. We do water toa limited extent
at South Bulli; and that is only a portion of the travelling road, and on some of the engine planes. We
do not water the goaf. _

19928, ¢. Do you consider that there is a danger of injury to theroof or floor or sides by profuse watering!
4. Yes, if you have a soft pavement. The water soaking into the pavement might cause the pavement to
heat. Some of the roofs contain lime matter, and if you put water on them it would tend to make them
fret away.

19929. . What do you think would be the effect of watering in a hot mine, a mine where the strata
temperature is naturally 80 per cent.; what would be the effect of the watering on the timber? 4.1
should expect that it would increase timber expenses. The timber would not last so long ; you would have
to renew your timber more frequently.

19930. @. In a dry and dusty mine, where gas is known, I take it you would think watering in the vicinity
of shots necessary ? 4. Yes. _

19931 ¢. And, if the vicinity of a shot is watered, would you consider it necessary to water the roadways?
A.No, I do not think so, not absolutely necessary. If you water in the vicinity of a shot—that is
practically the most likely place for the inflammation of dust—if you water there, I think that would be
suflicient.

19932, Q. If you water in the vicinity of a shot, and the mine is worked with safety-lamps entirely, what
danger do you anticipate from dust in a roadway, a haulage road or a travelling road? 4. Not very much.
19933, (. Is there any? 4. T cannot say there is much danger.

19934. (. Would you consider it practicable to water all the roadways in some large mines? 4. No, I do
not think it is practicable,. Where is the water to come from? We have not enough water,

19935. . Apart from the effect on the roof and the floor and so on, it would be very costly? 4. Yes; and
apart from the cost of the thing there is the difficulty of doing it, by reason of the shortage of water supply.
There is first the cost to put it on; and then you cannot get the water. We have these droughts; and
then even our big dams go dry in droughty seasons,

19936. . Do you consider it of very great service to water sections of a mine? 4. I do not know whether
sectional watering is of any good. There is one case I quoted yesterday. The idea is to prevent the
travelling of an explosion, 19937.
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19937. Q. We do not want to go any further than Kembla to prove that the explosion jumped long lengths
of wet road? 4. Yes.
19938, (. Therefore, if watering is to be of any service, would you consider it necessary to have very long
lengths of each district watered? .1. Yes, they would have to be very lengthy.
19939. @. That itself, even watering sections of a very extensive mine, would be costly © 4. Yes; but it
would not be so costly as watering the whole.
19940, . Not the first cost, but the maintenance? . Ycs.
19941, (. Do you consider it is advisable to prohibit the use of gunpowder in mines worked with safety-
lamps, or which are dry and dusty 7 4. Yes, I do; but the trouble is to get a substitute. 1 think, if we
could get a stock of permitted explosives here, then T should say that any new regulations should require
the use of permitted explosives in mines using safety-lamps, and dry and dusty.
19942, (. There does not appear to be any difficulty in getting supplies of permitted explosives? 4. That
conld be overcome, I suppose. 1t is in a sort of transition stage now. The merchants do not care about
carrying big stocks; and the permitted list is being modified so frequently ; and there is the deterioration
that sets in in the explosives by storage, and the distance from tlte manufactory.
19943, (). You are aware that a factory was established in New South Wales some years ago for the
manufacture of roburite, and it came to grief through want of support ; in point of fact only one colliery
took supplies from that factory; but, assuming that a number of collieries required supplies of explosives,
do you think there would be any difficulty in establishing a factory here? 4. There should be no difficulty,
although all of us are not married to that particular explosive—all of us are not disposed to roburite. There
are other explosives which are equally as safe as roburite. Even roburite has a flash.
19944, (). Of course the permitted explosives are only comparatively safe. They offer a greater degree of
safety than gunpowder ; and you are decidedly in favour of the use of permitted explosives? A.Tam. 1T
would hail with satisfaction the enforcement of that regulation.
19945, ). And you are in favour of the shot firing being in the hands of officials specially appointed for the
purpose ! .. Yes, shot-firers. :
199455, (. What method of firing do you approve of—electric blasting? A. So far as I see, there is no
danger with electric blasting. The current is of low tension; and I Liave not seen anything to show that
suflicient heat could be given off to ignite gas.
19946, (. It is better than lighting with a fuse? 4. If you anticipate conditions where the lighting of a
fuse would be likely to cause the lighting of gas, then the lighting with electricity would be safer.
19947, . With reference to the type of safety-lamp, do you consider it necessary that there should be some
control over the types of safety-lamps to be used? 4. T do.
19948, ¢. That is to say, it ought not to be in the power of any Manager or Company to use any lamp at
all? 4. There is a consensus of opinion as to which lamp should be used ; and I do not see any reason, in
expense ot anything else, to depart from that consensus. I would never think, myself, of using an obsolete

type.

19949. Mr. Ritchie.] ). What lamps would you call obsolete? 4. There are some lamps—the Davy lamp,
and the Clanny lamp, unprotected. 1 should say that the lamps should be of the same class as the Cambrian
lamp, and equally safe.

19950. Mr. Robertson.] Q.1 would like to ask you about General Rule 12—have you ever been able to
interpret General Rule 12 without sitting down and considering very hard? 4. It is a very hard rule.
19951, . Do not you think it cught to be made simple enough for a man of ordinary education, even a
shot-firer, to understand ? 4. The understanding is that if a set of conditions arises indicative of danger
you should withdraw the workmen ; and, to my mind, that intention appears to be simple enough to allow
an ordinarily intelligent person to grasp it. The wording, no doubt, is very intricate.

19952, (. It is very involved. I do not understand it to this day, and I have been reading it for years.
There is no reason why the object of that rule could not be put into plain and simple language ? . I think
it ought to be in a sinipler form.

19953, (. Would you be in favour of a Board, consisting of representatives of the different interests, to
which matters in dispute, say, between the Tnspectors and the management, or questions of new rules, or
special rules, could be referred? 4.1 do not know. I think we have a better guide than that. In this
country, you see, interests are so varied. I think it is a wiser thing to take the English regunlations holus
Dolus.

19954, Q. But if we can improve, even on the English Act? 4. We might be able to improve; but the
question is whether the practical application would stand the same test as the English regulations.

19955, . There is no earthly reason why General Rule 12 should not be amended with advantage?
4. Yes. .

19956. (). Then, in the matter of special rules, it is very desirable that representatives of districts, and the
Government, and the miners, should have an opportunity of considering them before they are put in force!
A. T think, regarding special rules, there should be a unified code for each district; and they should be
drafted by representatives of the owners, miners, Managers, and Inspectors.

19957, (. For particular districts? 4. Yes.

19958. . Of course, even in particular districts the conditions may vary very considerably ; for instance,
there is a very wide difference between the Helensburgh Colliery and the Southern Collieries? 4. I think
some of the Helensburgh rules could be adopted.

19959. . Could not you adopt the whole 200 of them? . Some of them are like General Rule 12, You
want to condense the rules. We make our rules altogether too laboured. Our rules on the South Coast
are too windy.

19960. . Is it not necessary to provide for all possible offences? 4. There should be a code of the offences,
and a scale—a schedule—so that it would take up less space.

Cross-examination by Mr. Lysaght ;:—

19961. (. Your opinion that Kembla was a safe mine depended upon one visit inside it? 4. Yes; one
visit, plus a knowledge derived from conversation, &c., with the miners, Managers, and other people.
19962, (). How long did this one visit inside last? (. Somewhere about five or six hours. T forget the
exact time I was in Kembla.

19963,
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19963. Q. And on that occasion you did not go to inspect the safety of the mine, did you? A. Partly that,
as well as other things.

19964. Q. And the conversations with the miners—did you mean the miners of Kembla? A.The miners
in the district generally.

19965. Q. Do you refer to men who may not have been at Kembla at all? 4. To men who may have been
there ; and to men- who may not have been there.

18966. @. Then it is on this one visit that you base that opinion? A. Yes.

19967. @. Did you know that gas had ever been discovered in Kembla Mine? 4. Well, I heard, I think,
about twenty years ago, that some gas had been discovered.

19968. ¢. However, you did know, then, that at some period Kembla Mine gave off gas, fire-damp?
4. Well, if you can strain my recollection as far back as that, I did. I have keard that.

19969. @. Did you hear that a man had been burnt by an explosion of fire-damp? 4. I never heard that,
until after the Inquest started in Wollongong.

19970. Q. So that your opinion with regard to the safety of the mine left out the fact that a man had been
burnt in Kembla with fire-damp? 4. I did not know that.

19971, (. Knowing it now, does that alter your opinion regarding the safety of the mine? A. Not necessarily.
19972. @. Do you know that Mr. Ronaldson, the Manager of Kembla Mine, stated seven years ago on oath
that the mine gave off gas in all parts in small quantities? 4. All mines do that, [ suppose.

19973, . Did you know that? 4. No, I did not know that.

19974. (. Now, as a man had been burnt witli gas, and the Manager had stated that the mine gave off
gas in all places—you did not know those two facts when you gave your opinion—do they alter your opinion
regarding the safety of the mine? 4. No.

19975. . Then, may I take it that, when a mine is stated to have been giving off gas, and a man was
burnt in it, you consider it safe to work in the mine with open lights,

19976. [Mr. Wade objected to the question.]

19977, Mr. Lysaght.] Q. Do I understand that, if you knew a mine had given off gas, and that a man had
been burnt in it from an explosion of gas, would you still consider it safe to work that mine with naked
lights? 4.1 did not say so. There is a set of conditions altogether apart from that. All mines give off
gas—every mine, in quantities from imperceptibility to a maximum quantity. A setof circumstances may be
such in some particular district that one particular place may give off gas from a fault—you may get a small
quantity of gas lying there; and it might be that exceptional circumstancé that would bring about that
ignition that you speak about.

19978. @. I put it to you that Mr, Ronaldson had sworn that the mine gave off gas in all places in small
quantities? 4. It is simply a question of quantity.

19979. Q. Then, if you had known that Kembla Mine had given off gas in small quantities in all places, and
that a man had been burnt in it by an explosion of gas, in your opinion was it safe to work that mine with
a naked light ?

19980. Mr. Wade.] What time do you mean—a recent time?

19981, 4. You are not exact enough. You want to make those conditions a little more definite. It is a
question of degree. 1 want a degree. I form my opinion on a degree.

19982, My, Lysaght.] Q. Youtold Mr. Robertson that, if a mine was known to give off L per cent. of gas, you
would have it worked with safety-lamps? 4. Yes. .

19983, Ar. Wade.] There should be another qualitication in that question. It was in the light of what has
taken place at Kembla,

19984, Mr. Lysaght.] (. I ask you do you make that qualification that Mr. Wade now makes, that it is only
in the light of what has taken place at Kembla? 4. Yes, you take it that way.

19985, (. You say so? 4. Yes.

19986. (. Will you tell me anything that happeuned at I embla that at all altered the dangerous conditions
that were there before the disaster? 4. I have had an experience since Kembla, as well.

19987, Q.1 am taking Kembla. You have adopted what Mr. Wade said, that it is in view of the
experience you got from Kembla? A. It is since the Kembla disaster.

19988. . From somewhere else? 4. Yes.

19989. Q. Do T understand then that it is not in view of the light you got from the Kembla disaster that
you have given that opinion to Mr. Robertson? 4. No, you must not understand that. It is by a collec-
tion of circumstances that have arisen since Kembla.

19990, @. Tell me where, besides Kembla? A. In Corrimal, for instance.

19991. . Anywhere else? 4. No, I do not see that I can say anywhere else.

19992. @. Now, I have got you confined to the light you got from Kembla and Corrimal ¢ 4. Yes.

19993. Q. What light was it you got from those two places that forced you to this conclusion since the
disaster ¢ . Take the Corrimal case, which certainly clinched my opinion about the matter. There was a
place that was exawined regularly, and it was known to be giving off infinitesimal quantities of gas. It
was examined by myself the day before, in company with the Government Inspector ; and, to all intents
and purposes, was practically safe ; and then there was this accidental Ignition in the presence of dry
material, which caused a considerable amount of anxiety and expense to overcome.

19994. Q. This accidental ignition was your new light? 4. Yes.

19995. Q. What new light did you get from Kembla? 4. Well, that was viewing the whole circumstances,
one would say if these sort of things happen under certain circumstances certainly, as far as human judgment
goes, safe, and in accordance with the practice that is pursued in the community, then we had better go a
step further. '
19996. . Had not you on record the accidental ignition in Kembla years before, and the continual emissions
referred to in Mr. Ronaldson’s evidence? 4. I had never read Mr. Ronaldson’s evidence.

19997, ©. Had not you read the evidence taken on the Commission on the Coal Mines Bill? 4. Ihave read
part of it, butv not Mr. Ronaldson’s evidence.

19998. Q. But do you not see that the two facts which you have put forward as changing your opinion you
had already got in Kembla before? 4. I do not say so; you say that.

19999. Q. Having been told of those two facts, Mr. Ronaldson’s evidence, and the burning of this man,
does that alter your mind as to the Kembla Mine being a safe mine just prior to the disaster? 4. No, it
does nob, 20000,
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20000. (. If there is evidence on oath of various miners having reported to the deputies the ignition of fire-
damp from time to time, does thatalter your opinion regarding the safety of Kembla as a mine? 4. No, it
does not,
20001. Mr. Ritchie.] He might explain, when he speaks of Mount Kembla Mine being safe, whether he
means safe at the time of his inspection, or when the disaster took place.
20002. Mr. Lysaght.] Q. Do you mean that it was safe when your inspection took place, or safe on the day
of the disaster? 4. On the day of the disaster. ’
20003. (). And you tell me further, that the fact of various miners having reported to the deputies the
existence of gas does not alter your opinion? . The fact of the miners saying so. That would all depend
entirely upon the quantity of gas. You have not given a quantity. .
20004.” (). As a mining Manager, those three things do not alter your opinion regarding the safety of the
mine? . T do not say anything of the sort. You say that.
20005. (). Then T ask you, do they alter your opinion? 4. I told you once before that they did not alter
my opinion.
20006. (). Then, do they alter your opinion? [Witness did not answer.
20007. (). I ask you whether you, as a Manager, assert that these three things I have mentioned alter your
opinion as to the safety of the mine?
20008. Mr. Wade.] Mr. Lysaght is not putting the question fairly to the witness; bercause the evidence is
that the burning of the man took place fifteen years ago, and Mr. Ronaldson’s evidence regarding the gas
being given off was given over seven years ago; Mr. Sellers is asked as to his belief regarding the condition
of the mine on the 21st of July last year. Mr. Lysaght should put the question separately.
i20009. 1Iis Honor.] T think that if Mr. Lysaght put his questions more distinetly we should be able to get on
better,

(The Commission then adjourned from 1 until 2 p m.)

AFTERNOON.
(On resuming at 2 pm. Mr. W. R. Pratt attended to take shorthand notes of the evidence and proceedings.)

ALBERT ERNEST OSWALD SELLERS, previously sworn, was further examined, as under :—

90010. Mr. Lysaght.] (. According to the evidence given here, that men have reported the presence of gas
to the deputies within twelve months of the disaster, would you say that Kembla was a safe mine ?
20011, Mr. Wade.] It is not in the evidence—the nearest approach is fifteen months.
20012. Mr. Lysaght.] (). Would that alter your evidence that Kembla was a safe mine ? 4. Not altogether ;
it depends on the quantity of gas found.
20013. (. Neither the fact of a man having been burnt by gas, nor the fact that a Manager stated seven
years ago that the mine gave off gas, nor the fact that the deputies had reported gas within twelve months,
would alter vour opinion that it was a safe mine? /. No.
20014. (). Now I come to the question of coal-dust. Do you agree with this statement by Donald Stuart
in his work, ¢ The Origin and Rationale of Colliery Explosions ” :—

In the coal-dust that accumulates upon the floor of the mine passages, there is a peril of inmense potentiality ; which,
once brought into action, is irresistible in its development throughout the mine, unless the temperatare be broken down
by wet lengths of road, or the chemieal actions fail for want of oxygen.

A. T agree with that.
20015, . Do you agree with this:—

The positiveness of this danger is disclosed in the fact that the small quantity of coal-dust necessary to a disaster is
always present in roads through which coal has been conveyed.

4. T do not agree with that, because the coal-dust is not always present.
20016. . Do you agree with this statement :—

When it is remembered that only 2 ozs. of coal-dust per square foot of floor surface was sufficient to yield the gas that
cansed the Camerton and Timsbury explosions, it will be recognised that there is an excessive quantity prevailing in mines,
beyond the demands for the explosive phenomena under notice.

A. There are certain conditions there.

20017. Mr. Wade.] T ask that the witness be allowed to see the context. It was put to him as being a
general principle relating to dust on roads ; but it relates to shot-firing in the vicinivy of dusty roads.
20018, Mr. Lysaght.] T am quoting from Mr. W. N. Atkinson’s report in the Report of the Royal
Contmission on Explosions from Coal-dust. 1 ask the witness what he considers to be a dangerous condition
in the mine?

20019. (. You see it states that only 2 ozs. of coal-dust per square foot was sufficient to cause the Camerton
explosion? .. It is under certain conditions that this is dangerous. Another set of conditions have to
prevail before that condition arises.

20020. (. They all affect the safety of the mine? 4. Tn conjunction with other conditions you have not
mentioned.

20021. (. Gas is only dangerous in conjunction with air. Do you agree that 2 ozs. of coal-dust per square
foot of surface is dangerous? . Will you name the conditions.

20022, (. Two ozs. of coal-dust and an exploded shot ? .. T admit generally Mr. Stuart’s conclusions. It
may be greater or less.

20023. (). You are not prepared to dispute it. 1. T am not prepared to accept it.

20024, (). Are yon prepared t> dispute? 1. [ am not prepared to dispule it.

20025. (). Do you know whether the travelling roads at Kembla required watering ? .. The mine did not
want watering ; there was too much water there for a start.

20026. . Did T ask you that—T asked you whether they wanted watering? 4. They were watered by the
natural flow of water.

20027, (. Were they watered by other than the natural flow of water? .. Not so far as I know.

20028, (). Do you know whether there was an accumulation of dust in the No. 1 main level haulage road !
4. No, 20029.
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20029. (. Had such an accumulation been there, would the mine still have been safe? 4. Yes, under the
conditions T state.
20030. Q. Under what conditions? 4. There being nothing to put the dust in a state of agitation to make
it inflammable,
10031. . Do you assume that there was nothing to put it in a state of agitation to make it inflammable !
4. You can put it in that way.
20032. . Your assumption assumes a condition not there? 4. I do not say that.
20033. (. You say the mine was safe if there was nothing to set the dust in motion ; and now you say that
something did set the dust in motion? 4. Yes.
20034, (. On your ewn showing the mine was dangerous? 4. No, not before the disaster.
20035. Q. Not on your own theory? A. No.
20036. . I think, in this theory of yours, that you account for the propagation of the disaster by a series
of coal-dust explosions? .. I did not say that.
20037. Q. That is what it amounted to, after the initial explosion? .1 do not know whether there was
a series of explosions.
20038. . At least there were some explosions? . I do not know whether it was singular or plural.
20039. . Then, do T understand that, in cases where men were burned, it was one continuing explosion ; or
was it a series of different explosions? .. The men subject to heat of that description may have been
within the radius of one expansion of coal-dunst.
20040. Q. Is that your opinion? .. It may be so.
20041, @. Ts that your opinion now? . 1 say it may Le so.
20042, . Do you proffer your opinion that there was a series of explosions? .1. I do not know that I can
say one thing or the other. :
20043, ¢. Do you not know that some men were burnel on the top of No. 1, and that some men were
burned rear Powell’s Flat [interrupted.]
20044, My, Ritchie.] (. Aud some in the tunnel mouth? 4. Ido not know whether they were burned.
20045, Mr. Lysaght.] Q. Do you know that the men were burnt at the back heading of No. 1, some on
Powell’s Flat, and some near the main tunnel? 4. If you understand me correctly, I think there was a
radiating force in the 4th Right.
20046. (. I want to know whether you adhere to the opinion that an explosion in the 4th Left burnt men
at Powell’s Flat? 4. T cannot say. It isa matter of conjectnre.
20047. . Do you not see that it is untenable? 4. It may be, or it may not be.
20048. @. When did you adopt the theory of the fall in the goaf expelling the air ? . After the disaster.
20049. . Was it your own idea ; or did somebody suggest it to you? .. It was my own idea. I had been
thinking the whole thing out, and endeavouring to get the initial ignition. The theory seems tenable.
20050. (). Were you in a great measure guided to this conclusion by the evidence of force which you
observed ? ., Mainly that. .
20051. . And, apart from the evidences of force, what other foundation had you for the theory? 4. To
get the initial ignition there must be an igniting point.
20052. @. The direction of force, and the difficulty of getting the igniting point, guided you to that theory ?
4. Yes.
20053, (). Do you agree with this statement of Donald Stuart —

It is manifest, therefore, that the origin of the disaster cannot be discovered upon the evidences of directions of force,
and that it would be working in a circle to pursue the inquiry in that direction.

4. Not altogether.
20054, @. Do you disagree with it? .1. Donald Stuart has one opinion ; but there are other opinions.
20055. . Do you not sec, if you cannot dispute it, that the basis upon which you have been working is
unsound : . Take it that Donald Stuart is right. His idea is —— [Interrupted.]
20056. . T am touching on his idea as a guide to the origin of the disaster? 4. That is the sequence of
another statement. '
20057, (). That sequence does not affect the statement ? 1. Pardon me ; I have read the book.
20058. ¢. Do you dispute it ——

It is manifest, therefore, that the origin of the disaster cannot be discovered upon the evidences of directions of force,
and that it would be working 1n a circle to pursue the inquiry in that direction ——-

20059, Mr. Wade.] It refers to one disaster.

20060. His Ilonor.| Is it a reference to one disaster, or is it a general opinion !

20061, Mr. Lysaght.] It is a general opinion running through the whole of the book.

20062, . Give me your opinion. In coal-dust explosions do you consider the evidences of force are
reliable 7 .. On certain points they are.

20063. Q. To what extent do they become unreliable? 4. They are reliable after the coal-dust explosion.
Donald Steart lays it down that the explosions occur in a series, and there is a centre of disturbance. At
the centre of each series Lie gets oxygen. At each of these initial points you have a force radiating from a
different centre ; and you travel from this centre and find the force going another way.

20064. ). Ts not that consistent with the force going in one direction ! 4. No. )
20065. (). Is there not a force on the track of the main explosion? .. T think it is a series of explosions,
and that a radiation of force is made at these points. 3

20066. Mr. Robertson.] I gather that you mean that there is fresh oxygen at these points, and that, as more
oxygen is developed, there is another explosion, and that the main explosion proceeds a different road with
greater intensity and different force? 1. Yes,

20067, . And the explosions will overlap one another. .1, Yes.

20068. Mr. Lysaght.] (). Perhaps you will tell me, if you were guided by evidences of force, what particular
evidence of force directed yeu to No. 4+ Right as the origin of the force ? 4. The main element of force.
That point was a most distinet split.

20069. @. Did you observe the conditions yourself, or were they furnished fromt maps or other sources?
A. T saw them myself.

20070. §. Did you see all the conditions ? 4. I saw all the conditions from that point forward.
' 20071.
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20071. Q. Isuppose you admit there were a number of evidences of force you did not see at all? 4. T
think T got on the track of the main explosion and followed it on : but T do not say that I saw them all.
20072, Mr. Ritchie.] Q. You do not quite agree with Donald Stuart on the coal-dust theory, but can you
give any other authority 7 .1. There is the Royal Commission on Coal-dust and Lushington’s report. They
have ditferent opinions.  Donald Stuart’s opinion is not conclusive.

20073, M r. Robertson.] Q. It is only one man’s opinion.

20074, Mr. Ritchie.] ). What is his authority ¥ A. Donald Stuart has written some clever articles on the
subject.

20075. Mr. Robertson.] . Is he not the only man who started the theory? A.T think I have seen it
advanced somewhere else,

20076. . Is it not his pet theory. Is it not Donald Stuart’s “own baby,” so to speak 1 4. Yes, I
suppose so,

20077, Mr. Lysaght.] . Regarding this particular point about the evidences of force being contradictory,
can you give me one statement against it. [ Lnterrupted.]

. 20078, Mr. Wade.] That is not the question you asked before.

20079. Mfr. Lysaght.] (.1 ask it now. Can you name one authority who says that the evidences of force
in a coal-dust explosion are not contradictory ? 1. No, T do not say that T can.

20080. . Is it not a fact that the evidences of force in the report of the Royal Commission you mention
were contradictory, and that is why they are recognised ? A, Pardon me ; I did not Say SO.

20081, (. Can you give me no authority? 4. T do not carry those things in my head.

20082. (). Have you come to the conclusion that in a coal-dust explosion the evidences of force are
contradictory 1 [ No answer.] )

20083. Q. Let me put this to you : Is it not characteristic of coal dust explosions that the evidences of force
are contradictory ¥ 4. Like in cases of gas explosions they are—there are some evidences that you cannot
reconcile.

20034 . That being so, and you only having evidence of forces which were from the 4th Right, do T
understand that it was on this evidence of force, observed only in the main level travelling road, that you
based your opinion? 4. I do not say that.

20085. (). Then what did yon say? 4.1 noticed all the places to the left-hand side of the jig, and also
observed other places.

20086. (). Do you know that at Price’s Flat, which is a long way from the main level, there were seven
skips blown off the rails? . T saw some; I do not know about seven.

20087. ¢. What force did that indicate ! 1. That indicated a split on the places to the left towards these
skips.

20088. (). To the left of the main level 7 A, Yes.

20089. ©. Do you assums that ths explosion travellel along the 4thLeft rops road and on to Price’s Flat
and upset the skips? . No.

20090. . Do you say that there was an explosion in Price’s Flat which blew the skips off? [No answer.]
20091. Mr. Robertson.] (. Is not that what you do say. T understand you to say that the force split and
that it travelled along the 4th Left and knocked off the skips? 4. I said the force of the blast.

20092. ¢. You mean the force itself ; but what you say is that the heat did not reach that point? 4. Yes.
20093. His Ilonor.] Has Mr. Sellers spoken of one original blast ; or is he acting on the assumption that
there was a second coal-dust explosion lit by the blast.

20094, The Witness.] You are assuming something which T did not say.

20095. Mr. Lysaght.] Q.1 am not assumning anything. What do you say? 4. I do not think there was
any explosion at the flat. The skips were tumbled in that direction by the air displaced by the explosion.
20096. My, Ritchie.] (). Can you account for the fact, that if the explosion took place at the main heading,
the force all went to the left and did not.get to the right? 4. The absence of dust on the right road.
20097. Mr. Robertson.] . We have had it in evidence that that was a dusty part of the mine? 4. The
dust may not have been so inflainmable as the other.

20098, (. Would a wooden door interrupt it? . T cannot understand why the door was not broken.
20099. (. Tt was broken out altogether? 4. I mean destroyed completely.

20100. My. Ritchie.] Q. Your reason is that the force did not go up the 5th Right because the dust was not
s0 highly explosive? 1. T should say that that may be the reason.

20101 Afr. Lysaght.] ). Doyou not know that a wooden door opposite the 5th Right was blown towards No.
1 main level and not towards the travelling road ? .1. I do not know.

20102. M. Wade.] That is not the evidence.

20103. M. Robertson.] T tried to put that matter right. My idea was that the door was left opeu. I
found it open myself, and left it open.

20104 Mr. Lysayht.] (. Mr. Robertson found the door open towards the No. 1 main level.

20105. Mr LRobertson.] No; I found it open ; but I cannot say which way. :

20106. Mr. Lysaght.] (. Take the stoppings in the two cut-throughs above the 5th Right. Do you know
that these stoppings were blown towards No. 1 main level, and not towards the travelling road? . T lost
my notes about the stoppings. I do not kuow.

20107. (. You had your notes—or did you not have your notes-—on these two points when you came to the
conclusion you did? . T lost my notes subsequent to coming to the conclusion I did.

20108. (. The absence of your notes will not bear on the soundness of your conclusions? 4. No, I had
them at the time. .

20109. . Having your notes on that matter, did they say in which direction the stoppings were blown?
A. T do not know ; I have lost my notes.

20110, . If you came to your conclusion, with a knowledge of the way they were blown, surely your
conclusion will enable you to say which way they were blown ? [No answer. ]

20111. Ilis Honor.] Mr. Sellers says that he has no recollection about them.

200112, Mr. Bruce Smith.] 1f he consulted his notes as to which way they were blown, that ought to help
him to arrive at a conclusion.

20113, 8fr. Robertson.] He may have come to a conclusion without having looked at them at all.

20114, The Witness.] 1 cannot recollect which way they were blown.

16825 29—4 1 20115,
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20115, My, Lysaght.] Q. Do you regard the way in which the stoppings were blown as being material
4. To some extent.

20116. Q. Can you tell me in which dirvection any stoppings werc blown in that mine? A. Yes.

20117. (. Can you tell mein what direction the stoppings were blown on the 4th Left rope road? 4. T cannot
remember. It is a road that goes off to the left short of the 5th Right.

20118. M. Robertson.] Were there any stoppings there at all ?

20119. Mr. Lysaght.] T wanted to see what the witness said,

20120. Q. Coming back to where the skips were blown off the rails, and to the place where ten dead men
were found ! 4. Yes.

20121, (. Did you notice whether any of them were burnt? . They were found on the flats.

20122, @. If it were a split of the main explosion, travelling along the 4th Left, then it was that split of
the force which burned these men? 4. One mwan who died there worked at Stafford’s Flat. I found him
sitting down quite naturally. .
20123. Q. If the explosion travelled along there, from the split of the main explosion, was it not that split
that burned that man. 4. T do not think the man was burned. There was a piece of skin off one arm—he
may have been burned or not.

20124. Q. Did you notice evidences of burning? 4. No ; he was blackened ; but the other men had not any
marks on them,

20125. . Did you come to this conclusion of yours after or before the inspection of the month of September ?
A. Before the September inspection.

20126. ). Well, then, you had only been in the mine on the night of the disaster and once afterwards ?
4. No.

20127. (. How often afterwards ? 4. Five times.

20128. (). On five different days? 4, At five different times,

20129. (. I understand you to say that you went into the mine on the day of the disaster ; that your foot
was injured, and that you went in the next day? 4.On the Monday and on the following day—on
five days. :

20130.yQ. On the Thursday, Friday, and Saturday, you were with the rescue parties? A, With my eyes
open for other things as well.

20131. @. Did you on the Thursday, Friday, or Saturday, take any notes in writing? 4. No.

20132. @. On the Monday did you? 4. Yes.

20133. (. On the Tuesday ? A.I would not be sure on the Monday and the Tuesday. I know that at the
inspection on the Monday following I took notes.

20134. (. Leaving out the Thursday, Friday, and Saturday, you took no nites on the Monday and the
Tuesday ? 4. T inspected again.

20135, Q. When? A. In September.

20136. (. You had formed your conclusion by then? A Yes.

20137. Q. So on the Monday and the Tuesday you took notes in writing ? 4. Yes.

20138. . After that Tuesday, right on to September, you made no inspection? 4.1 went there later on
in August.

20139. Q. You were there on the Thursday, Friday, and Saturday, and took no notes? 4. No, not written
notes.

20140. ¢. On the Monday and the Tuesday you were there and took notes? 4. Not on the Tuesday
following the disaster.

20141. @. Were they not the only occasions you were there until September ? 4. Yes.

20142. @. That is all the days you took notes in writing. When did you lose them? 4.1 lost them in
the process of shifting.

20143. Q. When? 4. At the end of last year. .

20144, Q. After taking two days’ notes you formed a conclusion? 4. No; that was too bald. When I
was in the mine I had my eyes open.

20145. Q. I am only speaking of the notes in writing? . Yes, I took notes on those two days.

20146. (. On those two days were you not travelling in a different part of the mine from the main level !
4. No.

20147. Q. Did Mr. Jones accompany you? 4. He was with me once.

20148. ¢. Did you not travel in this way : you entered at the daylight heading, went across the cross-cat
heading, and up the 5th Right rope road ? 4. There is something I forgot about this. I was there one
day, but T have not remembered. I went in at the tunnel mouth and out that road.

20149. Q. You forgot it ? A. I was sent there to conduct someone to show them the results of the explosion.
20150. . Up to this moment you had forgotten it ? 4. I forgot it.

20151. Q. At that time was young Mr. Vickery with you? 4. No.

20152, @. Do you remember seeing him? 4. No.

20153. ). Were yon with Mr. Jones and Mr. Vickery ? 4. T was not thereat any time with Mr. Vickery.
20154. . Having formed this conclusion, have you discussed it with other mining persons T A. Yes.
20155. . Have you discussed it with Mr. J. C. Jones? 4. T think, at the initial part of the thing, that I
saw Mr. Jones ahout this theory.

20156. ¢. Did you discuss it? 4. I showed him some of these things.

20157. Q. Anybody else? 4.1 have talked about it to Mr. Thomas Cook, and to Mr. Robertson, and
Dr. Robertson.

20158. Mr. Robertson.] Pardon me.

20159. Witness.] The last time I met you at Corrimal.

20160. Mr. Robertson.] (. Not about the theory? 4. I was talking about coal dust.

20161. Q. Yon may have discussed the Kembla explosion ; but the first I knew about this theory was at
this Court? .. I spoke to you about the coal-dust.

20162, Mr. Lysaght.] (). Before last September you had adopted this theory-—that the fail in the goaf
forced out air—that that raised a high temperature —and that the dust becamne ignited? 4. Yes.

20163. Q. Did you consider the proposition which His Honor put to you this morning, that the fall of that

roof would have an opposing force below it ? 4. I cons'dered that, and still advance the theory.
20164,
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20164. (. Do you not see that it would negative the assumption that the fall would be at the rate you say
it fell? 4. No.

20165. Q. Can you tell me at what rate a solid body will fall? 4. At the rate of so many feet per second,
and a gradual increase.

20166, (. What is the rate? 4, Sixtecn feet for the first second ; and it goes on increasing. T forget the
application of the rule.

20167. (. Does not your theory assume that there were 4 feet 6 inches of atmosphere in the goaf? A. Yes.
20168, (). And the weight of the strata falling would be in proportion to its thickness? 4. No, according
to the distance it fell.

20169. Q. The weight would be in proportion to its area? 4. Yes,

20170. . Assuming there was 4 feet 6 inches of a fall? . Yes.

20171, ¢. And the width of the strata was 4 feet 6 inches—T mean thick—and it had to fall 4 feet 6 inches?
A Yecs.

20172. (. Well, what do you think was the thickness? 4. It might be some feet.

20173. (). What did you assume? 4. I did not go into it like that.

20174, (. Will you not say that if it were only 6 or 8 inches thick there would not be suflicient pressure to
force out the air? 4. No; there would not, if you assume that.

20175. (). What is the thickness that would be required to force out the air? 4. You want thickness, and
also to get it to fall freely.

20176. (). What would you say? . I would say about 6 feet.

20177. (). You think that is a fair assumption ?

20178. AMr. Wade.] Does the witness know what you are talking about !

20179. Mr. Lysaght.] (.1 am talking about the thickness of the strata that fell down and forced out this
rush of air.  You say that it was essential that it should be 4 feet or G feet thick? .. We are assuming
that.

20180. (. You could not get the rush of air unless you had it? 4 I never considered that aspect of the
question, .

20181. (. You never considered the thickness of the strata which would be necessary to get the pressure?
A. Not particularly.

20182. (). Do you not know that an inspection of the goaf edges discloses the fact that the fall was not
completed until after the explosion, because the stone was clean? 4. That may be so.

20183. (. If the stone fell before, it would be covered with dust ; but the evidence was that it was clean?
4. T did not say that it all fell before the explosion.

20184. (. Do you say that the fall was not completed at the time of the explosion? 4. Itis possible it
might not be.

20185, Q. Do you admit that the stone at the goaf edges might fall afterwards? 4. That does not follow.
20156. (). Do you not know that the stone at the edge of the goaf was found to be clean, indicating that it
fell afterwards? 4. No.

20187. . Did you look to see? . I did.

20188. (. Did you examine the stone? 4. It was fairly clean—it was not dirty.

20189. (). The stone was admitted by Mr. Atkinson to be clean—do you know that the stone at the goaf
edge was clean? A. It may have been clean.

20190. (. Does that not indicate that the fall had not been completed before the explosion?  A. Tt docs
indicate that to some extent.

20191. (. That being so, what becomes of your fall of 4 feet G inches? . It is covered over by a later fall.
20192. . Do you not know that a week before the disaster 2 feet 6 inches had already fallen? 4. No.
20193. . Did you hear it? 4. No.

20194, (. Do T understand that you base your theory on certain things, without knowing that a week
before the disaster 2 feet 6 inches of that roof had fallen in that goaf? 4.1 did not know that.

20195. . Now that you do know it, does that alter your theory? 4. Not materially.

20196, Mr. Bruce Smith.] I thought the witness knew it before.

20197. Witness.] I have known it since T was told this 1aorning.

20198. Mr. Lysaght.] When you formulated your theory, did you not know that the roof had fallen?
A. T did not know of the fall of 2 feet 6 inches.

20199. . Do you know that, when the men took out the pillars within 4 yards of the 4th Right, they had
to timber the place up to keep the roof from falling in on them in small picces? A, No, T did not know.
20200. Q. Do you know that, within 20 yards of the entrance of the 4th Right goaf, the waste had fallen
almost solidly and settled down, with the exception of some pillars that Lad to be taken ont? .. No.
20201. (). From where did you get your area of 40 yards to fall? 4. In conversation with Morrison.
20202, (. When did be tell you? . Some day after the explosion.

20203. (. Do you not know that Morrison admitted that he had never got beyond the edge of the geaf.
20204. Mr. Wade.] Morrison said that on one side there was a length of 40 yurds, and on the other a length
of 30 yards, which had fallen.

20205. Ifis Honor.] He said that 40 yards fell ; but he could not say how mucl had fallen altogether.
It was bard to make out how far he got in the goaf ; but be did not get in any appreciable distance.
20206, Mr. Wade.] It was a play on words. He was asked if he went into the goaf. That meant the
mildle of the goaf ; and he said no. And he was told afterwards that he had not done his duty by not
coing to the edge of the goaf and examining it.

20207. Mr. Lysaght.] (. You say that a body would fall 16 fect in a second of time? 4. Yes.

20208. (). Of course, the first part of that fall of 16 feet would be slower than the last part 7  A. Yes.
20209. Mr. Robertson.] If it takes a second for 16 feet, how do you arrive at half a second for { feet 6
inclies? 4, The time is equal to the square root of the space fallen divided by 16-1.

20210, (. Tf it takes a sccond for 16 feet, what does it take for 4 feet 6 inches? 4. T worked it out
according to the formula. Tt accelcrates in speed as it falls.

20211, . Tt falls 16 feet in the first second? 4. Yes.

20212. (). How can you possibly arrive at half a second for 4 feet 6 inches? . By working the formula?
The formula is, that the time equals the square root of the space fallen divided by 16-1.

20213. . You may be right ; but at first blush it does not appear so? 4. Yes, 20214.
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20214, . thchw} Q. Do you say Morrison, who gave you the particulars of the fall, did not give you
information of previous falls? 4. I spoketo him and asked him what the area was that had fallen ; ; and
he told me.

20215. (). He did not tell you that 2 feet 6 inches had previously fallen? A, No.

20216. (). You base your calculation on the fact of that fall not having taken place ; and you include the
dust which was operated on by that fall? 4. Yes.
20217. . Then you would not have so much dust for the subsequent fall to operate on? A, Not somuch;
but it takes so very little dust to be operated ou.

20218. Q. If the first fall would take away half the dust, where would the other dust come from? 4. You
have it in the mine.
20219, (). Whereabouts? A, In the mine there is the coal debris on the orifice of discharge, and there is
the matter wiped up by the discharge.
20220. Q. I think it would have had a material effect in altering your opinion if you knew that the first
fall had taken place? A.T do not want to mislead anyone. I think there was a commencement of force at
the 4th Right. One theory presupposes that it was lit by a light, but where is the evidence of a light.
That force would blow out any light.
20221, (. Your theory presupposes that you have dust to operate upon? 4. But it takes such a small
qua,ntlty of dust.

202232, Q. If you have had other evidence here as to what the facts are, there is no harm in altering your
opinion it you are wrong ? 4. There is no doubt about the matter in my mind.
20223. Mr. Lysaght.] Q When you were told by Morrison that there were 40 square yards to fall, do you
not at once assume that that 40 yards fell in a solid body? 4. That is the assumption.
20224, (. Tt is an assumption which your theory depends upon mainly. Is it not well known in mining
experience that after the first fall the subsequent falls are smaller as a rule, and do not fall in asolid body ?
A. I cannot say that that is my experience.
20225. . Take the reof at Kembla—would not the first fall probably be heavier than any subsequent fall?
A. No: in mining falls we often get the lighter fall to commence with. -
20226. Q. Do you not assume that there would be one big solid fall? A, Yes.
20227. (. Now you know that there was not one big solid fall the first time, but a fall of 2 feet 6 inches.
Are you not ted to the conclusion that none of the falls would be much greater? 4. No, I am not led to
that conclusion at all.
20228, . And that the roof would be more likely to crumble away after the first fall? 4. No,
20229, (). You think that after the first fall other falls would be heavier¢! 4. No, I do not say so.
20230. (. What do you mean—that it may be as heavy as the first fall or heavier? 4. It is hard to say.
20231. . Did you not say that you expected the roof to fall n a solid block? 1. Yes,
20232, . You expected that? 4. I meant a solid block horizontally, not in thickness.
20233. (). Not in thickness? 4. No.
20234, (. The thickness may vary from 2 inches to 20 feet? 4. It may be anytbing at all.
20235. (). You assume that the thickness was 2 ft. 6 in. ? 4. Yes.
20236. Mr. Wade.] (). The thickness of what? 4. I mean the distance it fell was 4 ft. 6 in.
20237. Mr. Lysaght.] Q.1 put it to you again. Does not your theory assume that the fall which drove
out this air, and created this temperature, was 4 ft. 6 in. in the thickness of the strata? 4. I do not say
that. T say you may assume that thickness.
20238. Q. Well, we have assumed ? . It is not good badgering me like this.
20239, ¢. I am not badgering you. You said th"l.t the Stlat‘l. which fell was 4 ft. 6 in. thick? 4. That is
right.
90240, Q. In order to get the temperature raised, is it not necessary to assume that the thickness of the falling
body was 4 ft. 6 in.? 4. As long as the body falling was thick enough to cause displacement of the air,
that would be thick enough for the purpose.
20241, His Hornor.] Did not Mr. Sellers assume that the weight of the falling body was so great that the
factor of retardation by comypression of the air might be left oat. Did he not calculate it as being a fall in
vacuo.
20242, Mr. Lysaght.| He said that he had considered it as a factor, and that the air would have an
opposing pressure to the fall.
20243, Mr. Robertson.] ¢. In an air compressor, unless you have some power at the back of the piston you
cannot have any pressure of the air in front? 4. That is right.
20244. (). Unless you had some weight in this 4th Right you could not get any pressure there? .. That
is perfectly true.
20245 (. You must have the weight—the equivalent of the force behind the piston? 4. Yes.
20246. . You must assume a certain weight of strata to give the power necessary to produce the pressure
of the air in the orifice? 4. Yes.
20247, Mr. Lysaght.] (). What weight do you assume—what is the thickness of the strata? 4. This
morning I said 4 ft. 6 in.
20248, Q Then it is right that you consider 4 ft. 6 in. sufficient 4. I cannot understand this question.
20249. s Honor.] Q. Did you not make a caleulation on the assumption that the roof fell at a rate which
is consistent with the formula you stated? 4. Yes.
20250. . Do you not know that the formula is calculated on the assumption of a fall in vacuo? 4. Yes.
20251. . Then this is not a fall in vacuo-—that does not apply if there is resistance by the force under-
neath t 4.1 assume that the roof that did fall would be suflicient to leave out force underneath altogether.
20252, Q. You assume that the weight was so great that, although the force underneath could not be
actually eliminated as a factor, it might be left out altogether in making the calculation? 4. Practically
speaking that is so.
20253. Mr. Roberison.] Q. Coming to the tllustration of the air compressor. Is it not a fact that the steam
pressure is usually greater than the air pressuve—or that the area of the steam piston is greater than the
area of the air piston? .. That is to get the movement.

20254. . To obtain a pressure of 36 1hs. in that orifice, what thickness w ould you require ! [No answer.]
20255. . Every foot would be a pound, roughly ! 4. Yes.

20256.



621
Witness—A, E. O. Sellers, 24 February, 1903.

20256. . With one pound to the foot, how many feet do you want to produce your pressure of 36 lbs. ?
With only 4 ft. 6 in. of strata you would only have 44 1bs. perfoot? 4. Yousaid just now that the greater
vou make the stecam piston in relation to the air piston you get a larger amount of pressure.
20257. . In the air compressor, to get 36 1bs. at the end of the stroke, you have to have more than 36 Ibs,
of steam pressure? . Yes; you have to have sufficient power to cause action.
20258. Mr. Lysaght.] . With the roof of the goaf standing, there would be an atmospheric pressure under
it of 15 1bs. to the square inch? 4. It would be over it at the top and bottom as well.
20259. . Does it not follow that you must have a pressure superior to 15 Ibs. for every square inch?
4. What do you mean.
20260. Q. With 15 lbs. to the square inch of pressure on the roof, you must have a margin in the weighs
falling over that 15 Ibs. for every squre inch that falls? [ Interrupted.)
20261, Mr. Robertson.] T do not follow that question.
20262 M. Lysaght] Q.1 say that it requires more that 15 lbs. weight of opposition to neutralise the
15 lbs. of air pressure? 4. T think you can leave the factor of the atmospheric pressure out.
20263, Q. Asyoudo? .. NotasIdo Firstof a'l you have the mass of rock hanging. A rupture takes
place, the atmospheric pressure acts over the whole of the mass that begins to fall.
20264 (. It acts on one part of the mass only, until there is sufficient space to operate on the other part.
A. You only want a crack in the rock,
20265. Q. Directly it splits it begins to fall? .. Because the air gets in.
20266. (). The distance which it would fall was only 4 ft. 6 in. The impetus it would get from the
atmospheric air would be nothing ? 4. I never said anything about the impetus from atmospheric air.
20267. (). We can leave that out of consideration? 4. Not altogether.
20268. . Do you say the air gives it an impetus ? 4. No ; but the air is present,
20269, Q. In what way would the air affect it? .. The assistance it gets from the atmospheric air is a
large quantity,
20270. Mr. Ritchie.] . Do T understand that when the mass was falling the atmospheric air was on top
of the fall? A, What I say is that, inmediately it gets to falling point, the power of the strain below is
discounted by the atmospheric pressure above it.
20271. (. Where does the air come from? 4. Which air?
20272, (). The air you have at the top of the falling mass? 4. It may be the air in the goaf.
20273. (). What do you say it was? 4. I was not there to see it.
20274, AMr. Lysaght.] Q. You have already driven all the air out and have left none to get out of the goaf?
[ No answer. ]
20275, ITis Honor.] The tendency in a case of that kind is for the propulsion of the air to be followed by
a back-lash into the partial vacaum formed.
20276, Ar. Robertson.] And the air rushes into a vacuum very quickly,
20277, s Honer.] Therve is usually a little time.
20278, AMr. Bruce Smith.] Assuming that the whole thing comes down en bloc there is no space of time.
20279, Mr. Lysaght.] (. After the air got past the aperture of the 4th Right, towards the main level,
would not the space be filled by suction in the 4th Right? . No.
20280. ). Would not the suction sweep back from the 4th Right? 4. The impression which you give is
an erroneous one. Y ou do not understand the argument.
20281, (). And T do not thiuk yon do, either. 4. The calculations do not depend on the question of the
air displaced.  There is a fall ; and there is a displacement of some air—— [Interrupted].
20282, (). How does that affect the ¢ back-lash ” that I was speaking of? 4. What back-lash. I have
allowed for that. :
20283. Q. You say that it was 50 per cent. of the air which was forced out by the fall in the direction of
the 4th Right, and that 50 per cent was caleulated as the back lash.—This is what you said this morning :
“You say the element of speculation will come in, and you are assuming that a certain amount of air
will escape into the goaf and not be driven out ? 4. Exactly.
“@Q. What allowance do yon make for that possibility ? 4. Fifty per cent. of the whole.”
A. That covers the back-lash.
20234, (). It has nothing to do with the 50 per cent., because that never got out. The allowance you made
was for air that did not leave the goaf? 4. No.
20235, (). You want to change it now? .. There was a certain amount of air displaced by this fall, of that
I allowed 50 per cent. to be driven out, and the other 50 per cent. to provide for the other cases. The
other 50 per cent. covers the back-lash.
20236, Ilis Honor.] You are assuming that the air was absolutely driven out of a certain space without
leaving a substitute equal to that space, so that there was an absolute vacuum according to your assumption.
You have 50 per cent of air driven out in one direction, and 50 per cent. in another direction, so that
theve 1s 50 per cent of back-lash wanting? 4.1 do not see it.
20287, M. Lysaght.] Q. Now, just tell me what evidence you had to entitle you to assume that the roof
fell 4 feet 6 inches, so far as thickness is concerned ? 4. It is just speculation.
20288, (). What did you base it on? 4. The who'e thing is speculative,
20289, ). Ts it not wildly speculative? 4. No.
20290. (. In view of the fact that the first fall was 2 feet 6 inches, is it not wildly speculative to assume
that the next fall was 4 fect 6 inches? 4. I do not say so. It was simply ordinary speculation.
20291, . Do I not understand you to say that in your opinion fire-damp had no part in the explosion at
any time? ., That is my opinion.
20292, (). Do you know that 2} per cent. was discovered by the Clief Inspector in the back headings?
4. At what time ?
20293, . Shortly after the explosion? 4. After the explosion is different altogether.
20294 (. I think you accounted for that by saying that you believed it resulted from the coal dust? 4. It
was a disarrangement of the coal-—— [Interrupted.]
20295, (. T am speaking of the gas found by the Chief Inspector at Morrison’s heading. You know that
the Chief Inspector, two or three days after the disaster, found an accumulation of gas with the safety-lamp
at-the top of this heading? 4. I heard so.

20296.
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20296. . Do you say that gas was given off from the face of the coal, or that il was an accumulation by
reason of the explosion of the coal-dust? I should think that it was due to the great heat going on in the
mine after the explosion distilling the gas under the seam.
20297. . Doss not your assumption that the dust exploded necessarily assume that tlere was gas in the
coal from which that dust came? 4. Yea
20293. (. Does it not assume that the coal seam was a gaseous seam—-—
20299. Mr. Robertson.] You can find coal-gas without finding pit-gas.
20300. Mr. Lysaght.] I know the distinction.
20301. @. You assume that the heat that might burn a man came from the explosion of the coal dust—
would not that be an explanation of the gaseous matter thrown off by the coal-dust? 4. Some portion of it
might be, but not all of i+
20302. . Did I say all? .. No.
20303. Mr. Robertson.]- Q. You do not say that it is gas that might be got by di-tillation. There is a
difference between occluded gases and other gases? . I mean that the coal when subjected to great heat
would give off gas.
20304. Q. The gas found, after chemical process, in combination with the coal is not the same gas as is
given off by the coal in the mine? 4. No; there is a difference in the composition of them.
20305. Q. Do you mean that the gas which accumulated in the mine was gas set up by chemical
combinations or distilled by great heat? 4. It might be the latter.
20306. @. It was the occluded gas in the coal? 4. Speaking broadly there was great heat, and the gas was
distilled ; the operation set at liberty crrtain gases ; and the gases rose by gravity to the highest parts.
20307. Mr. Robertson.] . Do I understand you to say that the dust contained fire-damp? 4. I donot say
that ; but there are certain hydro-carbons.
20308. (). Chemically bound together? 1. Yes.
20309, Ar. Lysaght.] (. I put it to him that his theory is that the seam was one which gave off gas. I
now draw his attention to the following extract from Donald Stuart :

There was already at hand, in the coal-dust lying upon the passages of the mine, a practically uvnlimited supply of
gascous educts capable of giving rise to an explosion. These educts were obtained by processes which were originated by
the surplus heat of an ordmmry “char ge of explosive, or by the heat generated in the ignition of a body of fire-damp ; and,

when the activities were initiated, they carried destruction and death into the workums where oxygen was available, and
there were no wet spaces to break down the temperature.

That is what you want to convey as to the way the gas exploded ? 4. Yes.
20310. Q. There is no suggestion here that it was heat from compressed air, but heat generated in the
ignition of a body of fire-damp or the surplus heat of an explosive? . I do not say there was no heat.
20311. Q. You assume that the heat arose from the propulsion of the air from the goaf? 4. Yes.

20312, Q. The only authorily is for heat from two causes—the surplus heat of an ordinary charge of
explosive, or heat by the ignition of fire-damp; and the coal-dust theory is not carried beyond that?
A. Bedson has demonstrated that gas can be obtained from coal-dust simply by heat.

20313, Q. When I asked you about the gas from the dust I wanted to see how you accounted for the Chief
Inspector finding 2% per cent. of fire d'unp in those headings ? .. Tt might be the unconsumed gas from the
explosion.

20314. (). The unconsumed gas from the dust? ., No.

20315. Q. You say that it is tire damp that comes from the coal, do you not [Interrupted. )

20316. Mr. Robertson.] (. You may have a coal seam which gives off no fire-damp ; and yet you may have
an explosion of dust from that coal seam which produces fire-damp? . Not exactly.

20317. Q. Is not that so? 4. The Camerton case was a similar case. That was an explosion in a mine
where gas was never found. '

20318. Q. You may have an explosion of fire-damp, and an explosion of coal dust, producing gases which
are practically fire damp? 4. Yes, the gas has the same qualities.

20319. Q. You may geb fire damp from an explosion of dust from a seam in which there is no fire-damp ?
4. Yes.

20320, M. Lysaght | Does the wituess say that the percentage of fire damp was the result of an explosion
of coal-dust. If so, then it came from the coal.dust. If it did not come from the coal-dust, where did it
come from !

20321, Mr. Robertson.] You reason from this that the coul was gaseous !

20322. 11[7‘. Lysaght.] Not gaseous.

20323. X% Wade] You put it to Lhim that way just now.

20324, ZL[ LJsa(//tt] (). Do you not see thar, iire-damp being found at the top heading, I want to know
where, in your opinion, it came from ? 4. I cannot tell you. It may bethe unconsumed gases of the coal dust,
20325, Q. Is that your assumption concérning the gas that was found in those headings three days
aftevwards ?

20326. AMr. Wade.] The evidence is four days afterwards,

20327. Mr. Lysaght | (). Would the gas found four days afterwards be gas which might have come from
the coal dust? .1, Yes.

20328. . Would it not have been consumed in the cxplosion? 4. Not necessarily.

20329. ¢. There may have been imperfect combustion? 4. Yes.

20330. @. Becanse of the result of imperfect compustion, it may have accumulatel? .. Yes.

23331. @. Do you not know that the current of air sweeping to the back heading was interrupted, and there
was nothing to sweep it there? 4. Lt doss not require a current of air to sweep it there, because gas arrives
by its own gravity to the highest place.

20332. (. Is it not more probable that the gas found at the top heading, extending to the face, was given
off by the face of the coal and did not come from the dust? 4. Not at all.

20333. (. Did you not find it not only there, but all along the faces of these headings
20334. Mr. Wade.] There is no evidence of that.

20335. Mr. Lysaght.] Q. How long afterwards did you know that gas was found there? 4.1 never
heard of it. .
20336. . Would it alter your opinion? 4. I would not alter my opinion on hearsay evidence.

20337.
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20337. . Do you say that the gasfound in the top heading came from the coal dust? 4. What top heading ?
I do not know where that gas came from.

20338. (. Mr. Atkinson found various percentages of gas under 2 per cent. in these headings, shortly after
the disaster. T want to know, in your opinion, did the gas come from the coal-dust, or from the heading.
The headings are to the left of No. 1 mainlevel? A. 1 think it is possible that the gas came from the
headings.

20339. Q. Do you know that a witness gave evidence of gas heing found in No. 1 main level 7 4. Some
distance away.

20340. Q. Yes? 4. I did not know that,

20341, Mr. Wade.] That was in James’ heading, half a mile away.

20342, Mr. Lysaght.] 1 am speaking about'Smith, who was taking up stone on the 4th Left.

20343. M. Ritchie.] (). On the question of distilling gas—is there any way of distinguishing gas given from
the coal by heat from gus given off naturally? A.Some of the gases, in my opinion, arc similar in that
respect.  For instance, the caps are the same ; and the pure gases are supposed (o have ro smell.

203 kL Q. Gas distilled from coal does have a smell? 4. 1 do not know in what degree.

20345. Q. If you light gas distilled from coal, does that have a smell? A. I never litit. I lave read
about it.

20346. . You told us you discoverad gas yoursslf after the disaster. Did you notice if it smelt?
4. No, I did not notice it. There were a lot of dead horses about ; and they may have affected my sense
of smell.

20347. (. Did it differ from gas you found elsewhere ? 4. No.

20348. (. You could not notice anything by the smell or the flame? 4. No.

20349. Alr. Robertson.] Whether the gas is given off from the coal naturally or by being distilled, there is
not smell? 4. No.

20350. . Is it due to the presence of other elements? .. Some other elements may be present in it.
20351. Q. Whether you find it issuing from the coal or getting it through distillation, it has no smell ?
4. No.

20353, Mr. Lysaght.] Q. Just let me bring your mind back to the brattice that was burnt at the top heading ?
(). Which heading ?

20353. (). At the top heading No. 17 4. That is the back heading,

20354, (. You accounted for that being burnt by the intense heat which would be there, and not by flame ?
4. We had a difference of opinion about the matter of heat. T did not think it was flame. I think flame
would have consumed it more.

20355. (. Whatever it was, it was intense heat? 4. Yes.

20356. (. The same intense heat which would operate on the coal dust and explode it? A. It would operate
on the coal-dust and distil it.

20357. Q. Do you know that the dust taken from the same place, and sent for analysis, showed that the
volatile matter had not been distilled? 4. I did not know that.

20358, (. If it showed that the volatile matter had not been distilled, does it not negative your theory that
there was sufficient heat to distil it? 4. It depends where you got the dust from.

20359. (. From the back heading—from Morris’ place, inbye
20360. Mr. Roberison.] (. Just at the spot where the brattice is burnt? A, Tt does not affect my theory
very much. Some of the dust may have been damp.

20361. Mr. Lysaght.] (. If there were suflicient heat to scorch the brattice, there must have been sufficient
to distil the volatile matter in the dust? 4. That does not follow.

20362. @. Is not your theory based on the distillation of the volatile matter? 4. Not the whole of it.
20363. @. Do you know that the analyst says that there was very little difference in the amount of volatile
matter found in it, and the dust naturally [No answer.]

20364. Mr. Robertson.] Mr. Sellers may not understand that the dust sent for analysis was supposed to be
coked. Tt was scraped off. But it was found to be practically unchanged, by the analyst? . It was, as
I described it yesterday, melted.

20365. (). Pasted together?  A. T called it melted dust.

20366. Ar. Lysaght.] (). If the dust is found upon analysis, and also upon microscopical examination, to be
unchanged, is that consistent with a coal-dust explosion? 4. T do not see that it is inconsistent with it.
20367. (). Surely you admit that, to bring about a coal-dust explosion, you must have the volatile matters
driven off from the dust? 4. To a certain degree ; but not necessarily the whole of them.

20368. (. Pactially ? 4. You mean that, if some of the dust had been subjected to a greater temperature
than other portions of it, it would not be altered. Some of the dust was only heated or melted ; but it was
not in such a state as to make the carbon volatile.

20369. (). Would you not expect some of the chemical composition of the dust to be changed? 4. Yes.
20370. (). So far, the examinations made microscopically and analytically show that it is unchanged?
A. Does all the dust tested show this characteristic ?

20371. . Yes? 4. Onemust not forget that this coal-dust contains, relative to its weight, a large percentage
of volatile carbon ; if you lose a percentage of that there is the difference in the amount of gas.

20372. Mr. Bruce Smith.] Four per cent. is the volatile proportion (of volatile hydrocarbons that may
appear to have been lost). '
20373. Mr. Robertson.] We have had dust analysed and found 24 per cent. (volatile hydrocarbons). The
volatile matter in the coke-dust is 23+ something.

20374. Witness.] There are portions of the coal seam which are more friable than other portions of the
seam. These bands contain a higher percentage of volatile matter. They are the bright bands, and they
contain more volatile matter than the darker seams. Tf you have taken dust from portions of the whole of
the scams of the mine, then you have not taken a fair proportion of that part of that scam in which there
is the most dust.

20375. Mr. Robertson.] Q. We presumie that there is a fair proportion? 4. There are certain layers that
yield a higher proportion of dust than others. ,

20376. (. You say that some of the bands contain more bituminous matter? 4. Yes, if you analyse those
bituminous bands, and they yield 40 per cent. of volatile carbons, there is no paradox.

20377.
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20377. @. Then some of the dust from the seams contain more bituminous matter and some less? .. Coal
of the lowest specific gravity, which is the most bituminous, may make the most dust.

20378. . Would you not expect t» find, after the explosion, a considerable change in the chemical
constituents of the dust? 4. I would really expect to find a considerable change.

20379. Mr. Ritclie] (). The samples of coal, in its natural state, came from the same sections as the dust?
A. Some of the coal is stratified in different layers. It is the bright material from which you get most
dust ; the proof is that on the timbers the dust is very bright, and it is soft and highly bituminous. I
think that it would yield a higher proportion of volatile hydrocarbons than dust from the other coal.
20380. (). You mean that if you take coal out of another part of the seam, and take samples from it, you
get less hydrocarbons 7 4. Yes.

20381. My, Bruce Smith.] Mr. Hamlet took constituent parts of the whole of the seams ; if he had taken
particular portions of the dust it would have brought out a different average.

20382, Wautness.] Different portions of the seam are more friable than others, and they crumble more easily.
Tt may be that the bulk of the dust in the mine is from those seams ; if that is so, it has an important
bearing on Mr. Hamlet’s analysis.

20383, . Bruce Smith.] Just so.

20384, Mr. Robertson.] A very small proportion of the dust plays a part in the explosion. It may be
almost imperceptible dust, and it might have been consumed in a gaseous form and disappeared.

20385. M. Bruce Smith.] Mr. Hamlet took 21 as his standard of volatile matter in the dust. If he had
taken other portions of coal-dust he might have got 50 per cent., and that would mcan 50 per cent., instecad
of 4 per cent., as he reported. '

20386. Mr. Robertson.| I do not think you conld carry it to any such extieme.

20387. M. Ritchie.] Q. Have you any knowledge of dusts made up of different parts of the coal containing
high hydro-carbons? 4. I assisted in making some calorific tests, and these showed that there were Ligher
results in some portions of the coal than in others.

20388. . Was there much difference? 4. I forget; but I know that, in Newcastle also, the more highly
bituminous the coal, the higher the results which we got in the calorimeter.

20389. Mr, Roberison.] There is no doubt that different seams vary in composition.

20390. L. Lysaght.] . I do not care how much volatile matter there was originally in the dust; if the
heat was intense enough to burn the brattice, was it not intense enongh to extract the whole of the
volatile matter from the coal-dust, and not to leave the percentage which Mr. Hamlet found? 4. Not
necessarily.

20391. @. Can you burn brattice at a low temperature? 4. Yes, you can burn brattice at a low-flame
temperature. You can burn it at the flame temperature of a candle ; but you cannot burn coal unless you
have considerable heat.

20392. Q. To burn brattice cloth with heat, apart from flame, it must be there for some time, and the heat
be up to a certain degree. If the brattice cloth were burnt with heat, would not the same degree of heat
have extracted the whole of the volatile matter from the dust? 4. No.

20393. Q. Do you say that the brattice cloth with heat, apart from flame, was burnt, and yet the dust was
not affected, and most of the volatile matter extracted ? .. Tt is possible for the brattice cloth to have been
burnt by the application of heat, but to extract all the volatile carbon out of the dust in the atmosphere
would require a higher temperacure.

20394, Ar. Robertson.] (). Was not the brattice cloth of a tarry deseription? 4. Yes.

20395. Q. Some of the tarred cloth might ignite at a low flash point? . Some of it is easily ignited.
20396. (. The tarry matter would be ignited on that brattice cloth at a low temperature ; and that might
bring about the burning of the brattice itself ¢ 4. It might be possible, it is hard to say.

20397. @. The first thing would be the ignition of the tarry matter, and afterwards of the cloth itself?
4. Yes.

20398, M. Lysaght.] (. And then you would have a flame that would propagate another disaster ? 4. You
might have a flame bLut it does not follow that it would propagate a disaster.

20399. . Let me put this to you. Your theory assumes that the heat was such at the 4th Right opening
from the goaf as to distil the coal-dust? 4. You are not correct. There was sufficient lieat to get the
initial ignition of the coal-dust, but it does not follow that there was distillation.

20400. . Do I understand that the evidences of force which might be observed at Powell’s flat or Stafford’s
flat, or other remote places, would arise from the explosions of the dust as it went along? 4. Take one
section by itself.

20401. Q. Take the evidence of seven tubs having been blown off the rails at Price’s flat.  What I want (o
know is—would the force that was exerted there be force arising from the explosion of coal-dust which
might be in the vicinity? 4. No, not in the vicinity.

20402. (. Then it might come along to the flat? 4. I explained the blowing over of the tubs by the force
expanding
23403. @. I want to know whether the force exerted was force that came from the initial place. [No
answer. | '

20404. Q. I suppose it might have come from some other quarter? 4. You asked me this afternoon how
many explosions there might be, and you set up a series theory. I do not know. But accepting your own
theory as being correct—you have an initial ignition at that point, and small quantities of coal-dust in the
road—the gases present and the oxygen, might cause a second explosion.

20403. . Listen to this :—

The combustion of gaseous hydro-carbons at a locus and at the moment of their evolution, exerts no more mechanical
force than is exhibited in the burning of a gas jet; seconily, the isolated and widely separated exhibitions of violence over
the field of disaster would be as inexplicable upon such an hypothesis as they are inconsistent with it.

20406. (. Do you agree with that? 4. Itis a very complicated passage.

20407. Iis Homor.] Mr. Sellers has not suggested the hypothesis that the carburreted hydrogen given off
by the dust exploded, but lie says that the gas being so evolved accounts for the gas in the heading

20408. {At this stage the further examination of the witness was postponed.]

20409. [Mr. Bruce Smith put in the correspondence which had passed between the Mines Department and
Mr. William Rogers, Manager of the Mount Kembla Colliery, and it was marked Ewhsbit 41.]

20410.



625
Witness—A. E. O. Sellers, 24 February, 1203.
20410. Mr. Bruce Smith also brought up the correspondence which took place over the ventilation of the
Corrimal Colliery, and read the following extract from the report of Mr. James Rowan, the Inspector of the
colliery, dated the 19th of September, 1900 :—

Robert Vardy, check-inspector, informed me that he was now satisfied that the instrument they had taken the air
with was at fault, and did not give a true meawurement; and he would inform John Wynn, the other check-inspector, of
the same.

The Inspector also stated that he had much pleasure in saying that he found the ventilation in a satisfactory
state throughout the colliery. [7The correspondence was inarked Exhibit 42.)

[The Commission at 4-10 p.m. adjourned until 2 o’clock the following day. ]

WEDNESDAY, 25 FEBRUARY, 1903 —2 pom.

[ The Commission met at the Supreme Court, King street, Sydney. |

Present:
C. E. B. MURRAY, Esq.,, D.C.J. (PRESIDENT).
D. A. W. ROBERTSON, Esq., CoMMISSIONER. | D. RITCHIE, Esq., COMMISSIONER,

Mr. Bruce Smith, Barrister-at-Law, instructed by Mr. Wood, Crown Solicitor’s Office, appeared on behalf
of the Crown.
Mr. A. A. Atkinson, Chief Inspector of Coal mines, assisted Mr. Bruce Smith.
Mr. A. A. Lysaght, Solicitor, appeared on behalf of—
(@) the representatives of deceased miners, wheelers, &c. (victims of the explosion);
(b) the employees of the Mount Kembla Colliery (miners, wheelers, &e.); and
(¢) the INawarra Colliery Employees’ Association (the Southern Miners’ Union).

Me. C. G. Wade, Barrister-at-law, instructed Ly Messrs. Curtiss and Barry, appeared on behalf of the
Mount Kembla Coal and Oil Company (Proprietors of the Mount Kembla Mine).

Mr. J. Garlick, Secretary to the Commission, was present to take shorthand notes of the evidence and
) y pr
proceedings.)

Mr. DUNCAN McGEACHIE was sworn, and examined as under :—-
Examination by Mr. Wade:—

20411. Q. Whatis your name? 4. Duncan McGeachie.

20412, . What ave you at present? 4. Manager of West Wallsend Colliery.

20413. (). How long have you been there? .. I have been resident Manager there about three years now.
20414. Q. Have you been colliery Manager elsewhere? 4. I have been, at Waratah and Killingworth.
20415. . That is in the Newecastle district? . Yes; and a short time in the Southern district, about
eighteen months at Coalcliff Colliery, in the south.

20416. . Anywhere else? .. No, Those are the only places that I have been in charge of.

20417. . And what is your total mining experience? 4. I have been altogether connected with mining
now for twenty-eight years.

20418, (. Did you have any experience in Scotland before you came here? 4. Yes.

20419. Q. How many years did you have in Scotland? 4. About twelve years.

20420. @. Apart from Mount Kembla, you have actnally seen a pit after an undoubted gas and coal-dust
explosion? 4. I have.

20421, Q. Where was that and when? 4. Dudley, for instance.

20422, (). That is four or five years ago now? 4, Yes.

20423, (. I want you to describe the conditions of the pit as you saw it after you got down. How long
did you get there after the actual ocenrrence or explosion at Dudley ? 4. T was there immediately or about
an hour after the explosion cccurred.  Iu took about three or four hours to get a rope on and things put
right.

20424, ). Before you got down the shafe? 4. Yes.

20424, (. Had the ventilation been deranged? 4. Yes. On our first attempt we only got half-way down
and had to return.

20426. (). Half-way down what ? .{. Half-way down the shaft—and had to come back again.

20427. . Owing to what? 4. Owing to the after-damp. We met the after-damp about half-way down.
We had to return up to the surface then; and they improved the ventilating appliances, the fan, for
instance. The main air-drift from the upcast shaft to the fan was knocked about a good deal; and we
could not get a great deal of air. 'We closed that up, and as soon as we got that done we were able to get
to the bottom.

20428. (. What was it like when you got down to the pit bottom, in respect of the temperature? 4. It
was pretty hot ; the temperature was pretty high ; and immediately we went to get away from the pit
bottom we discovered in a great many places coal-dust burning, live coal-dust, especially near the pit bottom
in the bords.

20429. Q. Lying where? 4. Lying on the floor, and in other places, on the props, burning. The coal-dust
was quite hot on the props.

20430. Q. First of all, with regard to the question of coked-dust, did you see any of that? A. Yes.

20431, Q. Just tell us? 4. Not so much on my first visit as on my second.

20432, M. Bruce Smith.] This evidence, on the face of it, is not clearly admissible now, because an account
of the Dudley explosion really has no application to this case, unless it is put in this way: “I visited
Kembla ; and I formed the opinion that it did or did not take place from certain causes. I formed that
opinion because I visited the Dudley Mine after an undoubted explosion from gas and coal-dust.”

20433, Ar. Wade.] If you give me time, I will come to that.

16825 29—4 K 20434.
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20434, Mr. Bruce Smith.] T know ; but it is a matter of the way it appears on the notes.

20435, His Honor.] That does not matter in this ease.

20436, Mr. Bruce Smith.] I do not object to it. It is a very fair eomparison, so long as it does not run

into too much detail.

20437, Mr. Wade.] ). Now I want to ask you to tell us the diferent parts of the mine in which you saw -

coked dust, first of all, at Dudley ? You see you have got main roads, bords, piliars, headings, and so on

A. Yes.

20438. (. Just tell us where it was? 4. Everywhere that the blast had swept along, you eould always find

the coked dust, either on the timbers or the skips, almost everywhere in the track of the direct force.

20439, Ifis Honor.] (. Coked dust? .. Yes, coked dust.

20440. Afr. Wade.] (). And what thickness would that be? Takea prop, for instance, how thick would the

eoked dust be upon the props?  A. Various thicknesses.

20441, (. From what to what? 4. I dare say you would find it over an eighth thick.

20442. (. An eighth of what? 4. An eighth of an inch thick.

20443, ¢. In other parts? 4. In other parts, slightly move, and other parts less.

20444, Q. How would it be on the prop: what part of the prop: the top or the bottom, or the middle, or

what? 4. Right over it from top to bottom you eould get coked dust, on the main road especially.

20445, Q. Would it be on one side of the prop, or both sides, or what? 1. Well, on a great many props it

‘was all round it.  On others it was just immediately in the face of the direct force of the blast.

20446. . You said you also saw eoked dust on the skips? 4. Yes.

20447. . Where would that be? A. They would be standing on the main road, I suppose, about 100 yards

from the pit bottom.

20448, . And how thick was that coked dust on the skips? 4. I could not say the thickness there; but

T remember just noticing the eoked dust on the edge of the skip, and rubbing it off with my hand.

20449. @. Did you sce that in more than one case on the skips ¢ 4. Yes, I noticed it more particularly at

the pit bottom where the timbers were broken. Timbers that had bLeen newly broken were practically

eovered with coal-dust.

20450, Ir. Robertson.] Q. Which pit do you mean ! 4. The main pit, the downeast pit.

20451. Q. The winding shaft? 4. Yes.

20452, Mr, Wade.] (). When you speak of the timbers that had been broken, do you mean the timbers that

had supported the roof I 4. Yes, they were 12-in. timbers, 12 in. square.

20453, Ilis Honer.] (). Those were pine? A. No ; they were all hardwood, heavy timbers, evidently taken

out of the bush.

20454, Afr. Wade] . Did you see any signs of charring? 4. The whole of this dust was clarred—

practieally the whole of it.

20455. Q. Did you see any charring of timber or wood? 4. Oh yes, slightly.

20456. . What timber would that be? .. The same timber that T referred to at the pit bottom, especialiy

at the pump ehamber.

20457, . That is close to the pit bottom 7 1. It was immediately in the pit bottom.

20458. (. You told us that when you first went down you fonnd coal-dust burning in bords elose to the pit

bottom ? 4. No, that was my second visit down.

20459. @. You need not bother about the number of times you visited at present ; but did you see that any-

where else besides close to the pit bottom ? 4. No. In the other parts that we visited the main roads

were all fallen, and you eould not see the eoal-dust that was buried there ; but we found, in several places,

traces where it probably was burning, because we had small fires under these falls.

20460. @. Dudley is not a very big mine? A, No, it was not a large mine at that time.

20461. (). Could you say over what extent of the eoal workings at that time you saw the indieations of the

coked dust ; would there be any part of the mine left out ¢ 4.1 was not on the right-hand side, on the

upcast shafy side ; T was not in that distriet at all; but in the other part you eould find traces, more or

less, through the whole of that part of the colliery.

20462. (). The left-hand side? A, Yes.

20463. ¢. That would be about bLalf the mine? A. About half the mine. With regard to the right-

band side, the night T went there to go on that side of the pit it was found to be afire and was then

sealed off.

20464, . Now let us come to Kembla ; when did you first arrive at Kembla; 4. The Saturday after the

disaster.

20465. (. That would be the 2nd of August? A, Yes.

20466. (). And when were you first inside the pit—was it that night ? 4. I suppose it would be about 2

oelock in the afternoon when we went in.  When T say 2 o'clock T mean, roughly, any time from half past

1 to half-past 2.

20467. . I suppose you were helping in the rescue work first of all, were you not? 4. Yes.

20468. (). Do you remember how many visits you made int> the pit altogether 7 4. T was in the pit every

day from that up till the following Friday.

20469. Q. That wag during the week ? 4. Yes, including Sunday.

20470. ¢. And did you make observations yourself as to the signs of force, for the purpese of tracing this

matter if you could? 4. After the Monday morning only. Not so much on the Saturday and Sunday,

because we were more on rescue work then, getting out the bodies ; but on the Monday we went in for that

purpose,

20471. Q. Do you remember going up to the faces of No 1 heading on that Saturday night ? 4. Yes.

20472, (). The 2nd of August? . Yes.

20473. Q. Do you remember whom you went with? 4, With Mr. Atkinson, Mr. Humble, Morrison, and

two other men ; I do not remember all the names.

20474, Q. Was there any discussion about going there before you actually went up? 4. Yes.

20475. (. What was that? 4. Well, we talked over the advisability of going into the place. Morrison, of

course, said that he had a particular mission—that we had to eall in there ; and I remember Dr. Robertson

saying to him to go to that place and sce if we could find a trace of gas. When we eame up to that point, T

mentioned to Mr. Atkinson or to Mr. Humble, or both—1I do not remember which—that I did not thiok it
was
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was wise to go there, seeing that the ventilation was all disarranged ; and, if gas was to be found at all, it
war sure to be found there, and it would be unfair to try there at all, scoing that the ventilation was cut
off from the faces, or words to that effect.

20476. €. Who was it induced you to go? 4. Mr. Atkinson said, * All right, we will g0,” or something to
that effect.  'We went up.

20477. @. Where was the ventilation cat off at that time? 4. From the 4th Left right away back to the
outside.

20478. ¢. Did you make an examination? .1, Yes, T tried for gas with the hydrogen flame, and T think,
if T remember correctly, T got L per cent. there.

20479. Mr. Bruce Smith.] . That was up in the face? 1. No, not quite the face—the cut-through.
20480. Afr. Ritchie.] (). Which one 7 .. The one nearest the face.

20481, Ar. Wade.] (). Can you say, from your experience, whether the fact of gas being there is any
indication, under these circumstances, that it was gas given off from the face? . 1 could not say what gas
it was. The gas gave an indication in the flame, but T would not like to say it was fire-damp. 1t gave a
clear cap on the flame. 1t may have been fire damp, and it may have been co-carbon monoxide.

20482, Mr. Robertson.] Q. 1f it were a half per cent, of carbon monoxide, you wonld know by its effiet
on yourself ? 4. Yes,

20483. Mr. Bruce Smith.] . Did you know ? .1, We did not feel any serious effects,

20484, Mr. Ritchie.] Q. Did it affect you? .. No. Still, you would get a cap with only -25 per cent. of
carbon monoxide, and I doubt whether you would feel it in your body.

20485. Alr. Wade.] (. How long were you there, do you think ¢ 1. Just the time of taking the reading.
20486. A7, Druce Smith.] ). You did not advance? 1. No we came back.

20487. Ao Wade] . Now, from the result of your examination and observation in Kenmbla, just tell us
wherc it was you remember finding any coked dust or anything liked coked dust? 4. We found a little
near the fuce of these same two lieadings on the Monday, on a prop in the back lieading.

20488, . On what part of the prop? 1. T do not remember now whether it was facing the cut-throngh or
fucing the side, :

20489. (. On the top or the lower part? 1. Near the top.

20490. . Did it extend lower down? . No, ii was only at one part that 1 saw the coal dust on the
prop.

20491. . How did you come to the conclusion that that was coked dust? Did you say coked dust or coal-
dust? 4. Tt was coked dust. 1t seemed to be heated dust. ‘
20492, . How did you tell that? . It seemed to be coked—as though it had Leen under heat.

20493. (. Did you tell by the feel or the look ? 4. 1 put my fingers on it.

20494, Ifis Honor.] . Did you go by the smell at all? A, No.

20495, My. Bruce Smith.] (). Did you say it was hot or warm? 4. Well, it was fair ; you could 1ot say it
was hot, not for coal. The air was what we considered fair under the conditions.

20196. Q. T thought you were speaking of the dust? 4. Oh, no; that was on the Monday.

20497. M. Wade.] (). Do you remember finding it anywhere else—any signs that looked like coked dust !
4. No; T do not remember seeing coke.  Yes, I think there were a few particles of coked dust found in
the cut through to the left further down, near where there had been a fire and where the brattice was
burnt.  [Bord No. 87.] '

20498, Mr. Bruce Smith.] (). Did you take notes in your pocket-book at all? 4. Yes. 1 did not take the
whole of the notes because, for instance, in the taking of readings I was simply reading and the others
were booking ; and T was left without a great many notes of that kind for the sake of getting through
quickly. :

20499, A% Wade.] (. Now, speaking generally, is there any resemblance in the conditions at Kembla to
the conditions you saw at Dudley after the disaster ! 4. You mean so far as destruction is concerned, or
what? '

20500. @. Take the destruction, if you like, first of all? .. There was much less destruction at Kembla
than there was at Dudley, so far as the inside of the mine is concerned ; and of course the Pit was com-
paratively cool ; the ventilation was good. I could see no signs of flame or burning any where,

20501, @. What about coked dust 7  Was there any resemblance between the appearance of the coked dust
you saw in the two mines?

20502. Alr. Bruce Smith.] Would it not be better to let him tell us what struck him, instead of assenting
to what is put to him ?

20503. AMr. Wade.] 1 ask him, first of all, is there any resemblance or not ¢

20504. Llis Honor.] (. Did you compare the appearance of the coke dust in the two mines? 1.1 could
not compare the two except from memory.

20505. @. But, bearing in mind what the appearance of the dust at Dudley was, did you make any com-
parison with the dust at Kembla at the time? 4. No; it did not strike me at the time, while T was
walking through it, until afterwards ; but the coked dust at Dudley was burnt perfectly hard into a erust ;
you could get it off in flakes 2 inches long sometimes, 2 inches square ; but in Kembla it was perfectly fine,
a little coked, but not to the same extent as in Dudley.

20506. M'r. Bruce Smith.] 1 submit, your Honor, that the only reason why this evidence can be given at
all is that Mr. McGeachie may have made some deduction as to the cause of the Kembla accident from the
differences which he observed in the two mines.

20507, Mr. Wade.] If you would give me time, I would bring that out.

20508, fus Honor.] If I wmight suggest to you, Mr. Bruce Smith, without interrupting vou, that the
Commissioners can also draw deductions. I1f Mr. McGeachie, for instance, is a man who does not care to
draw deductions, or if his deductions were objected to, still his facts, from which we could draw deductions,
might be material, and would be material to a certain extent.

20509. M. Iruce Swith.] But we are to be guided to some extent by the first principles of evidence ;
and it would be better for this witness to give us the evidence himself of the prineipal differences between
the phenomena of the two explosions.

20510. 1fis 1lonor.] That is what he is doing. )

20511, BLr. Brucz Smith ] No. Mr. Wade is asking him about. particular things.
‘ ) 20512,
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20512. His Honor.] He is answering my questions, now. I took the examination out of the hands of Mr.
Wade, and asked him what was exactly in his mind, in his recollection, so that there could not be any
suggestion made to him ; and now he has described it exactly ; and I think the evidence is taken down of
what, in his recollection, the difference was.

20513, (). There was a difference? 4. Yes.

20514. (). There is a difference in the coal, is there not? Did you compare the coal for the purpose of
noting the difference in the coal-dust? A. No, I did not do that. ButI think the one isalmost as
susceptible to fire as the other. I think there is very little difference, so far as that is concerned—so far as
the analysis of the coal is concerned.

90515. (). So far as their bituminous nature is concerned, what do you say? 4. There might be a slight
difference ; but I do not think there would be such a difference as to cause one to coke to such an extent
that you could take it off 2 inches square, while the other would rub away with your finger perhaps in
taking it off.

920516. Mr. Ritchie.] Q.1s there anything in the pature of the coal that would cause the one to run
together more than the other? 4.1 think so; there is no doubt that there is; but I do not think under
a heat of that kind it would give any difference.

20517, Myr. Robertson.] (). Is not the Newcastle coal, of which Dudley is a type, essentially a coking coal?
4. Yes. :

20518, (. Now, can you say that of the southern? 4. No, it is not such a zood coking coal as the northern
coal.

20519. Q. Ts it not a fact that the Dudley coal contains a very large percentage of volatile hydro-carbons?
A. Yes.

20520. (). What would you say, 30 or 40 per cent. ? A. No, T could not say what the Dudley analyses are.
20521, (). You know the average composition of Newcastle coal ; it contains probably 35 per cent!
A. Yes, I know some of them contain that.

20522. (. And the Kembla coal 24 per cent. Would not that make a very material difference in respect
of its tendency to coke by being exposed to heat? .. No doubt it would make a difference ; yes, certainly.
90523. (. Broadly speaking, Newcastle coal is a coking coal, and the southern coal is mot? 4. My
impression of the two dusts referred to is this; in tbe one case it has been exposed to flame, and in the
other case it has not heen exposed to flame. That is how I would like to put it.

920524, . Which was exposed to flame? A. Dudley was exposed to flame; and, in my opinion, the dust
in Kembla was not exposed to flame. It was exposed to a certain heat ; but I would not like to say that
there had ever been flame there.

20525. (. But the same heat that would bring about complete coking in the case of Dudley might not bave
the same effect in the case of Kembla dust? 4. It might not.

20526. (. The same heat? 4. T would not be prepared to say that.

20527. (). But you are aware that, even in a common house fire, the Newcastle coal sticks together in a
pasty mass before there is any actual flame passing through the top? 4. Yes; but it is of a soft nature
when it does that. You can almost take it and squeeze it up with your finger and thumb.

20528, (). Which ? 4. The Newecastle coal.

20529. (). Any Newecastle coal, if you put it on an ordinary domestic fire, has a tendency to cake together
before there is any great heat near it? 4. Yes.

90530. (. Could you get any sonthern coal to cake together in a domestic fire? A.T could not say that.
I have not seen it tested in that way.

20531. (). So you sce there is a very broad difference in the nature of the two coals in respect to the
tendency to coke? .. There is no doubt there is; but there is a difference in the quality of the coal
anterior to coking.

90532. (. Is not the southern coal essentially a steam coal, and the Newcastle coal essentially a gas coal ¢
A. Well, it is a bright bituminous coal ; but it is not all gas coal. If you go to the Greta measure, then I
will say it is a gas coal.

90533. A. Here is a report of the Department of Mines showing that the average percentage of volatile
hydro-carbons in the Dudley coal is from 36-88 to 37-90. Now, in the Kembla coal, the volatile hydvro-
carbons average about 24 per cent. ; so there are 50 per cent. wore volatile hydro-carbons in the Dudley
coal than in the Kembla? . Oh, there is a great difference, no doubt.

20534, (At this stage Mr. W. R. Pratt, Assistant Shorthand-writer to the Commission, attended to take
the notes of the evidence and proceedings.)

20535. (. In addition, the Kembla coal contains more ash? 4. T did not go into the comparative analysis
of the coal at all in arriving at my conclusion.

90536. Mr. Wade.] Q. You have been speaking now of the coke in the mine and the difference in the coal-
dust? 4. Yes.

20537. (.1 want you to indicate where the dust is most numerous ! 4. Do you mean in Kembla?

20538. (. In which colliery is it more numerous? A. I only saw two lots in Kembla ; but in Dudley, every-
where you went, you could get cakes of coked dust. In fact Kembla was practically free from coked dust
or from any sign of flame. I never saw any sign of fiame, excepting in one particular place where there
had been a fire.

20539, (. Was that in No. 17 4. Yes.

920540. . Did you see some brattice at the back heading? 4. There was a small piece of canvas at the end
of the cut-through there. It wastorn.

20541. . When you say torn, what do you mean? A. It seemed to have been exposed to heat, and was
torn off as if a certain force had been applied to it.

90512. (. How do you mean? A. As if someone had struck it with something, and it was partly torn off.
20543. (. What was the condition of the texture of the brattice? 4. It seemed to have been exposed to
heat.

20544. (. Could you double it up? A. Yes, you could double it up quite easily.

20545. Q. Would it bend? 4. 1t did not break.

90546. Mr. Ritchie.] Q. You say that a part of it was torn? 4. Yes, the part that was exposed to heat.
20547, Mr. Robertson.] (. Was it fire-proof brattice or ordinary tarrved stuff? 4. Tt was ordinary tarred
stuff. 20543,
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20548, Mr. Wade.] (. Have you used tarred brattice yourself ¢ 4. Yes, we have sometimes used it. We
generally use a non-inflammable brattice.

20549. (. Do you know whether there are defects in the manufacturing of brattice? 4. Yes, sometimes
we get it bad.

90550. (. In what way ? A, There are bad parts in it, as if some of it had been exposed to heat. T have
had to return half a dozen rolls of the same stuff. T would not put it up. It would scarcely hang its own
weight.

20551. (). Suppose there had been flame in that back heading where the Lrattice was—actual live flame—
what do you think would have been the result? 4. It would have left traces; and if there had been flame
it would have burnt the brattice. If any dust had been near, it would have left traces of the coal-dust as
well. .

90552. (). Supposing there was 1 per cent. of fire damp at the face of the back heading, and supposing
flame came into that back Leading, and supposing the flame licked up that fire-damp, what would you find?
A. T would expect to find an explosion of gas. 'There would be traces of flame, and force from the face ; and
the brattice would be knocked down, and probably burned.

90553. Mr. Robertson.] . Can you get an explosion by 1 per cent. of gas and flame ? 4. It would be an
important addition to the flame.

20554, (). Flame and 1 per cent. of fire damp? 4. Tt would help to increase the flame. It would be rather
an unusual thing,

20555. Mr. Wade.] Q. Suppose that there was 1 per cent. of fire-damp and coal-dust, and the flame came
in? .. That would make a much greater force, and the force would be all in one direction—from the face
of this heading outwards.

20556. (). You would expect to find the force going out from the back heading ! 4. Yes, from the face
right outwards. Instead of that, the force hiere is going in the opposite direction.

205537, M. Ritchie.] (. From where? 4. From the 4th Right it goes inbye.

90558, Mr. Robertson.] (. Then we are to assume that the force in the first instince went inbye !
4. Yes,

20559. You asked him, Mr. Wade, was not the evidence of force outhye—if the flame had gone the back
heading and met with 1 per cent. of gas and dus*.

20560. Mr. Wade.] T asked him ; and he said outbye.

920561, Mr. Robertson.] That would be inconsistent with flame going inbye.

20562, Mr. Wade.] (). What were the indications of force you saw in the back heading? In what
direction were they going? A. In the back heading there appeared to be very little force anywhere. There
was very little sign there of force in any direccion.

20563. (). Do you remember seeing a bottle there. In what direction was it carried? 4. Inwards.

90564, (). That has been fixed at the second cut-through from the face, No. 1 heading? .. The hottle was
at the heading.

20565. (). Did you, Letween the face of the back heading and the cut-through where Morris was, see any
signs of force going outbye? A. No.

90366. (). Now, suppose there was a sufficient body of gas in the back heading to cause an explosion at the
second cut-through from the face, wou'd you expect much flame there? 4. No doubt if there were gas
there it would cause an explosion, and it would leave traces. The flames produced through the explosion
would leave traces on the props and canvas, and in all directions where the force went.

20567. (. Did you see anything to support that suggestion—that there was an explosion in the back
heading from the second cut through to the face? .. No. In my opinion no explosion took place. In fact,
in my opinion, there was no explosion at all.

90568, Mr. Bruce Smith.] (. Do you mean that no explosion took place in the mine? 4. Yes.

20569. Mr. Wade.] Q. 1 will come back to that. If you were told that Purcell was working in bord No. 105,
next to the heading—if there was gas extending back as far as the second cut-through from the face
of the back heading, and the air current went round the next cut-through to the back heading—do
you think they would feel any effects in Purcell’s bord? ., If there was gas it would be carried right
round there. )

20570. (. Now, what was the condition of the floor of the main heading inbye of the 5th Right? 4. Do
you mean the floor only ?

20571, (. Take the floor? .. As to dust?

20572, (). Yes? A. As I said, there was very little dust anywhere—the greater part of the floor is
damp.

20573. (. T am talking of the jig, where the hill rises inbye of the 5th Right? 4. That was very fuee and
c'can, and it seemed as if they hal been making a jig—there was a good deal of brushing there. There was
no coal-dust to be seen there. .

20574, (. Between the 4th Right and the 5th Right, on the main rope road, what was the condition of the
road? . It was damp.

20575, (). When you first saw it? 4. When T walkeld along it it was wet.

20576. M. Robertson.] (. Do you say it was all damp? 4. Partly. There was a good deal of the road
wet when T walked along there.

90577, Mr. Ritchie.] (0. What proportion of it would be wet? A. 1 think 1 may safely say half of it.
20578. (). For what length ? 4. From the 4th Right to the 4th Left, going inbye. Roughly speaking, I
should say half.

20579, . The floor was wet? 4. Yes, the floor was web. .

20580. (). Between the 4th Right and the 4th Left, what were the indications of force ; were they inbye or
onthye? .. Going inliye.

20581, Mr. Wade.] (). Did you see any indications of force between the 4th Left and the 4th Right going
outhye? 4. The indications were all inbye.

90582, (). The direction of force was all inbye? 4. The direction of force was all inbye.

20583. (). Now, supposing the gas had come out of the 4th Right, without any violence, wlere do you
think it would go to under ordinary conditions? . It would mix up with the intake air.

20584, . Where? 4, On the main read.
20585.
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20585. (. How would it get there? . If the gas came out of the +th Right, and was not forced out ——

[/ uterrupied). .

20586. /lis [lonor.] No one has suggested that the gas came out without any force at all. Mr. Atkinson

has not suggested that the gas was expelled without any force.

20587, Mr. Wade.] Mr. Atkinson said that the force was suffieient to drive the chocks out.

20588, Mr. Robertson.] A veloeity of 50 miles an hour will do that. The witness said that if the force

came out without violence it would mix with the intake air.

20289, Witness.] T understood that both the roads there were intake; but T find that one is a return and

one an intake.

20590. Mir. Robertson.] (). You withdraw that statement? .. Yes.

20591, Mr. Wade.] Q. Supposing the air got forced out with sufficient violence to knock out those canvas

stoppings? 4. Well, it would mix with the main intake air at once.

20392, . Now take the proposition that there is a body of inflammalle gas ouly, reaching from the 4th

Right to the 4th Left, do you know at what percentage of gas to air it would becomne inflammable ! 4. You

say a body of inflammable gas.

20593. . What is the lowest percentage at which it would become inflammable? 4. From 1 to 5; that

would be the lowest.

20594. @. Do yoa mean that 1 per cent. would be inflammable? 4.5 per cent. I take the highest

explosive point to be 1 to 9, and from that back to 1 to 5.

20595. Ilis Honer ] (. Why do you put the one in? 1. Say a foot of one to 9 feet of the other—or 1 foot

of one gas to 5 of another. That would be 20 per cent. of gas.

20596. A'r. Robertsor.] T understind him.  From 1 per cent. to 5 per cent. would be inflammable.

20597, Witness.] T mean to say that the gas mixed with nine times the quantity of air is the most

inflammalile.

20598. Mis Honcr.] That is approximately 11 per cent.

20599. M. Wade.] Q. Do you mean that 11 per cent. of gas in the air is highly explosive, and that the

inflammable proportion is 5 per cent.? 4. Yes ; it is the same thing.

20600. L7, Ritehie.] Q. Do you say from 9 to 11 per cent.? A. T say five times its own quantity.

20601, @. You say that at 9 per cent. it reaches its highest inflammable state? 1. Yes.

20602, @. What is its lowest mflammable state? 4. 5 per cent.

20603. ¢. Will it explode then? . I take it that it might be exploded. The higher you get above 9 you

get less and less, and below 5 you get less and less explosive power.

20604, @. Between 5 and 11 per cent. it is explosive ; but at 9 it is most explosive? 4. Nine times is

most explosive.  Then take it back, from 1 to 5 it will explode. If you take it above from 14 to 15, there

will be so much gas that it will not explode at all.

20605. Mr. Wade.] (. Do you know how many cubic feet of fire-damp there would be if there were 5 per

cent. between the 4th Right and the 4th Left ¢ 4. T should want to know the area. [t would be a very

large area ; it would cause a lot of damage if it exploded.

20606. ¢. You would expect a large flame to start with if it ignited at Morrison’s flame? . Yes.

20607. (. Would you expect to find any indications of the direction in which it had gone? A, It would

have gone outwards from that point.

20608, Mr. Ritchie.] (. What would bave gone outwards? 4. The force if the explosive mixture had

ignited. I was asked if it would have le{t traces. I say a great many traces. There would be a great

bady of gas in that area.

20609. ¢. You do not think it possible for a falling mass to expel the whole of the gas before the explosion
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