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various Counsels’ submissions to
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The previous proceedings were
ported in Lroyn’s Last of Feb.
Y'. 10, 11, 14 and 23.
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H])"-ﬂlmg with possible criticism Ol
failure to turn off the valve of the
settling tank, the vhief engineer had
said that as soon as he heard the explo-
stons he went to the settling tank to
turn  oftf this valve. Mr. ‘Havers
gathered Mr. \\"-h-h was inclined to
agree that the valve was turned off.
though at a later period than the chief
engineer had stated. There was some
doubt in the evidence as to the precise
time the explosions oceurred.

‘.\h_ Havers continued that Mr
Camps had expressed the vieyw that
after  the ' explosion he very much
doubted whether the steam smother-

g apparatus could have bheen opened +

from any place. Even assuming it
would he ’sus\"m to operate the steam
smothering apparatus after the xplo-
sion the wuluwv :'ul show that at the
very least it would be highly doubtful
W l‘nlhm it would have heen of any
effect. When they considered whether
any blame was attached, he submitted
tl the evidence of Mr. Camps was in
tavour of the chief engineer, and that

could not be neglig on his part
not to use the \Hmll\lm;; after
the explosion the Court con-

sidered the wt  of  the chief

enginee @ ould not overlook the
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clear from the evi-
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A TECHNICAL FAULT
M1 Anpis submitted that any!
Y'Hl'\l'y of the master to take any steps)
vith regard to fire fighting appliances !
in the engine-room was at the most
a technieca ault., was :—\lilillr‘{l 1o §
rely on owners survevors. The
fire fighting ances on deck were |
l rocl were used and!
the boats and gear were in good order,
Fire stat were posted in the crew’s
quarters. \ criticism of the master
was that he gave no orders. The fact
that he gave no orders was proof of
the hi state of discipline in the shi 1v'
because he did not need to give any.
There was no delay in getting the men
on deck getting out the hoses and pass-
ing ' hoses into the engine-room
The master had been eriticised for
going down to the engine room.

answer was that he could not

down because of the fumes and because
there was no one else on deck. From
beginning to end of the case there
had been no criticism by anyv member
of the crew of the action of the officers
and the master. There had heen no
suggestion that anything ordered to
be done was not done at once and that
any necessary gear was not forth-
coming at once.

Mr. Addis mhnmlms the master
was correct in attacking the fire at
its seat, and in d«zthmg the chief
engineer to deal with it. It was not

until the explosionsthat the five really
attained serious proportions, Regard-
ing attempting to put out the fire on
deck, Mr, Addis said there were heavy
banks of smoke and fumes blowing
across and the pressure was failing
When one remembered the evidence
on the e extinguishers that were
ex[wmlwl helow. one must come to the i

coniclusion that every fire extinguishei

had been used and at that time to

one on deck would have had no

effect. When the remainder of the!

crew went away there was no means in
the master's power for clearing the
fire on deck.

After the passengers had gone ther
were still further explosions, the fire
increased and the chief officer came
up with an adverse report saying they
could not stay down there, The third
officer was sent to get the men up and
the chief engineer reported they could
not do anything down below. On thoge
reports Mr. Addis thotught the master
was entitled to wmake up his mind that
the only thing to abandon
ship. By o ce a thousand
the wireless officer was not 1n his cabin
and not on the bridge., He had been
going between the wireless cabin and
the bridge. ot 1 his cabin
vhen the chief offi looked in there
and apparently h as round the
corner and did not co away in the

boat As so0n  as
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was no chance whatsoever

légs  officer having heen

ship It would have been better fo
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bhut as far as safety was concerned

o have been made on deck

was no chance of him being left
Because the roll was called in the boat
Men shouted out and the wireléss

officer, in answer to thoir shouts, came |

down the ladder and eventually swam
out to the boat.
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cumstances
Mr. Bareson said he did
that the steam smothering pipes and
not. actually in place when
sailed He suggested that

ailure to ,,M,vwz;,»(‘. 1t was there at

the time might have a bearing on the|

conduet ficers in dealing with
{ i said, did not
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pened in M: 1ad little be:
on what happens vhen the vessel
inguiries  were
ascertain 1
arbic
draw
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an accident whic mrant

A SERIOUS OBSTRUCTION

The fender plates in this particula:
case were a serions obstruction to the |
crew in dealing with the fire. « They!
prevented them seeing the fire when |
it oceurred and prevented any possi-|
hility of a leak from the pipe being(
discovered. [t was obvious that n ol
tested the steam smothering appa:
by passing am through it. Mz, W el
thought t should have been done.}
The whole point of testing the appara
tus was to see that it was workin
properly; until one had done that
coild not see it was working proj¢ 4

Vir. Bateson alleged. regarding thef
time of the fire, that if they considered
what happened ship the evi
dence showed there 10 IATIS
tion on board. i he cested
clear that what caused the ultimate los
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the ship was
o steps were

The ch
in trying to put the five out :
not concerned where it was coming
fron But 1 . Bateson's submis
font that was g ¢ hetor

M-. 10
down

d
to et stadl
and he did vot
the situation.

that accord

vegarding the master,
said that he
could wt get down into
oo, 1t 1 wa )
there was no difficult
into the CNOTTHE- )
beginning to the e Mr. Bateson |
master for not endeavour- |
what fire was or how
There we 22°d < nas
had
1 not
abandonn
Trade
they 1 not ink  the essel
abandoned prematurely in the sens
that if they stayed on board something
more could have been done He would |
prefer not to blame the master for not
having taken greater conside
hecanstA ultimate redult wonld h e |
been the .same,~ Mr/ Batesent said that
having vegard-to the course’the inguiry |
| | ish to complain
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of the master's conduct in  that
respeet 1 any way.

QUESTIONS FOR THE COURT

I'he following questions were sub-
mitted to the Court by the Board of !
Trade

(1) When and by whom was the steamship
Italian Prince built? By whom was her pro-
pelling machinery built? With how many
boilers was she fitted ® In what manner
could they bhe fired®

(2) Who wers the owners of the steamship
Italian Prince?

3) What surveys had been carried out by
Lloyd’s Regist What surveys had been
carried out by Lloyd’s Register from and
including May, 1937, to the time of her loss?

(4 With what lifesaving appliances was
the vessel fitted® Were they in good condition
when the vessel left on her last voyage?

(56) Was the vessel supplied with all proper
and adequate fire-fighting appliances: (a)
For machinery spaces; (h) for other parts
of the vesgel?

(6) With what cargo was the vessel loaded
for her last voyage® How was it distribated
atid what w its total weight?

(7} On what day, at what time, and from
what place did the vessel leave on har last
voyage?

(8; Were there any and if so how many
passengers on board?

(9) What was the total nnmber of crew on
board her?

) Was the vessel in pood and seaworthy
condition when she left on her voyvage.
(11) How many hoilers were in nse during
the vessel's Ig vage? With what fuel were
thev fired? 3 w long had this method
of firmeg bheen used !

(12) Was the fuel system in use durine the
s la voyage satisfactory If not, in
respects was it unsatisfactory?

Did fire break ont during the last
§ 0, at what time and where did
What efforts were made to o3

Were such efforts suecessfnl

1t caused
¢
ssel abandoned
for what reason?
What v the conditiong
time of abandonment *
Were any t if so which, of the ves-
sel’s lLifebouts r lannched ?
Were “all e on board the vessel

Was the v ted by any vessels

er abandonment If 0. what was the
late time at she was seen and in what

comdition v she af that time
21) What was canse of the loss
steamsbip Iialian Privee?
22) Was the loss of the steamship Italian
canded ar confributed to by the wrong-
tor default of Her owners, Prinee Lin
her master in James Halloway
heér chiet engineer (Me. Robert 3. 7
Smith), or any, and if so which, of them *

The inquiry was concluded, and Mr
CArRPMAEL intimated that the parties
would  be notified when the fSndines
were to he given







