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| The Board of Trade lnquiry into the loss of the S.S. "ENNISKILLEN"
ended on Monday the 3lst ultimo, with the completion of the
examination of witnesses, and the summing up by Mr. Puncan, the
Solicitor conducting the case for the Board of Trade. The finding
of the Court will be annofinced on Friday the 4th instant.
1| I have had an oprortunity of discussing the case with the builders,
Messrs J. Lewis & Sons, and think it well fo submit the following
observations. 1 should explain that neither Mr., Kichardson nor
myself were able to sttend the whole of the Inguiry.

The Builders gathered the inpression irhon!&la&tﬁbﬂwith one of

the technicel wisnesses for the Board of Irade, that the object
of this inquiry was to strengthen the hands of the Board of Trade

in obteining powers to control the design of this class of vessel,

and the evidence as led, and especially as summed up, certainly

appears to bear out that impressidn.

The idea of fitting a double bottom in & vessel wes stated
in evidence to be a matter of strength; its use for ballast purposes
for unloaded vessels was not directly mentioned, and was ignored

in the summing up.

One Board of Trade technical withess gave the density of)/
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of the coal cargo a8 49.2 cubic feet to the ton, from which he

DP

calculated that the hold must have been fuli, and that there was

. no ﬁossibility of the cargo having shifted. A second technical

[

witness, 1 am informed, modified this figure to between 47and 48
- 4o cubic feet to the ton, but &8s this figure was in a long technical
g =eport, which was read totthe court, it did not obtain the
publicity of the previous statement.

On this evidence it was considered that the question of the

WP

shifting of the cargo could not arise, and in the summing up was

ignored, although it is generally assumed that 45moubic feet to the
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ton is a good average, and indeed the Builders, who have had an
opportunity of checking the Board of Yrade witnesses' calculations,
inform me that their figure was about 46 cubic feet.
This difference would certainly give & margin for shifting
cargoe
Shifting of the cargo having been ruleéd out, there only remained
the inherent instability of the ship, and in his summing up, Mr.
' Duncan stressed his impression that fitting & double bottom in
a vessel of 180 feet in length wes unsound, a new idea, and had not
been sufficiently considered by the builders, a statement which
had no bearing on any evidence which wes offered, and which was, in
fact, objected to by the Sherift, and by the Owners and Builders®
W | Solicitors on that account. However, the statement was made, and
has received wide publiecity.
These observetions -re submitted hecause if there is any reason

for the builders' idea as to the motive behind the conduct of?iﬁ%g}iSSTEE
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(AR g 2 the inquiry, I think you should be mede aware of it.
. : | ' I am, veer Bir,
T ’ ' Yours faithfully,

s

The Secretary,
| ; LONDON.
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