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Statement of:  Age (if under 18):    
  
Date statement taken: 30-10-18 Time:          
   
Location:       
  

 

I , state:   

1. That is my full name. 

2. I am an  and I previously worked for  the Pike River Mine 

in 2010.   

3. I’ve been asked by o give my knowledge around the conveyor 

belt system installed at the Pike River Mine.  

4. From my recollection the conveyor belt system was first installed and used in 2007. 

5. The conveyor belt was owned and managed by . 

6. The controls which operated the conveyor belt were in a shed next to the portal entrance. 

7. Only  staff were permitted to start the belt. 

8. Pike River employees had access to the shed but were not allowed to start the belt and 

had no need to do so.  

9. Prior to the explosion in the mine there were no problems with the conveyor belt and it 

was in good operating condition.  

10. There was an alarm which sounded at the starting of the belt, to my knowledge this alarm 

was not able to be turned off and was connected to the electric starting mechanism.  

11. I am not aware that there were any  staff who were present at the mine 

on 24 November 2010 at the time of the second explosion.  
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12. I was not on site after the first explosion. 

13. I also have no knowledge of any  staff being around the portal of the 

mine at this time. 

14. There are certain other matters which obviously are of relevance with the conveyor belt. 

15. The conveyor belt motor was started through a soft starter system, this means that it 

started at a slow speed and gradually increased. 

16. In the video footage of the second explosion showing the conveyor belt only a clunking 

noise can be heard and no noise from the motor gearbox which controlled the belt.   

17. The large Bonfiglioli gear boxes are renowned from the noisiness and especially the one 

at Pike River had a typically loud gear box noise as it was being started. 

18. The clinking noise heard on the video is not a noise from this gear box. 

19. In the footage showing the second explosion seconds after the clunking noise the force 

of the blast can be seen. 

20. My expert opinion about this is that the clunking noise was caused by the blast force 

from inside moving the belt and not the start-up of the belt. 

21. The blast force travelled from 2.3 kilometres in the drift outside the portal in two seconds 

is not possible.   

22. I have given thought to the stretch factor of the belt and the distance to the return drum, 

no idliers or rollers would have moved at the tail end of the conveyor belt at the portal for 

at least three seconds.  

23. It is my opinion this means no parts would have been moving to cause an ignition source 

that far up the drift and correspondingly show the blast at the portal at the same time.  

The time frame is way too short.  
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24. The only persons I believe that might be able to shed further light on this are  

 the  at Pike River and  who 

was a  Electrical Engineering at Pike River. 

25. The belt was started via the use of a laptop program, only  staff were 

permitted to use this laptop, when not being used the laptop was locked up on site. 

         

I confirm the truth and accuracy of this statement. I make the statement with the knowledge 
that it is to be used in court proceedings. I am aware that it is an offence to make a statement 
that is known by me to be false or intended by me to mislead. 
 
             
Signature  Date 
 
   Date statement finished:       Time:          
   

 
   Signature witnessed by:        
  Print name and QID  
                         
 Signature  Date  Time  
        
   Statement taken by:        
(If different to person witnessing signature) Print name and QID  
                         
 Signature  Date  Time  
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Statement of:  Age (if under 18):    
  
Date statement taken: 20-11-18 Time:          
   
Location:       
  

 

I,  state:   

 

1. I am currently a , 

 

2. At the time of the Pike River Coal Mine explosion on 19 November 2010 I was an 

 with the New Zealand Police. 

3. Following an explosion at the Pike River Coal Mine on 19 November 2010, I was 

appointed by the New Zealand Police  to the role of 

 responsible for strategic oversight. 

4. The  at the scene was .  

5.  was the officer in charge on the ground at the Pike River 

Coal Mine.  At the ‘tactical level’ Forward Commanders were appointed to work at the 

coal mine with the various mining experts and associated emergency services.  

6. On the 20th November 2010 I was in regular contact with . It was 

established that any critical decisions (in particular any entry to the mine, by persons or 

critical equipment, critical changes in the atmosphere of the mine and any change from 

rescue to recovery) would be referred to me.   was facing a very 

fluid and challenging operating environment and my involvement in the decision making 

process provided for further objectivity and critique of that process.  It was also very clear 

that both Mines Rescue and the Department of Labour were key players in the decision 

making process in relation to any attempt to enter the mine.  It was the case that as the 
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mine was a workplace the Department of Labour would have the power to issue a 

prohibition notice if the Inspectors decided entry should not be attempted.  Viewed in this 

way it was appropriate for the Department of Labour to sign off any entry attempt to what 

was a dangerous and unpredictable workplace. 

7. Oversight of the risk assessments was implemented and risk assessments were 

required in regard to major decisions impacting the rescue and recovery phase of the 

operation.   

8. The tactical level risk assessments were prepared under oversight of  

 at the forward base by a panel of experts comprising NZ Police, NZ Mines 

Rescue Officers, mining experts and representatives of the Pike River Coal Mine 

company.  However the exact composition and expertise may have changed from time 

to time.  

9. These risk assessments covered a wide variety of issues and occurred on a regular 

basis throughout the entire operation.  

10. I understand that a ‘proposal’ to start the mine’s conveyor belt was made by a 

representative or representatives of the River Coal Mine company through to the night 

shift  of Police  

and the proposal to turn it on was not supported by Police. 

11. At the handover between the Night Shift Response Coordinator (  

) and the Day Shift Response Coordinator  

f), around 0700hrs on 22 November 2010, the 

issue of turning on the conveyor belt was raised and not supported due to the possibility 

of it acting as an ignition source.  

12. Emphasis was on an alternative approach that was implemented namely deploying the 

intrinsically safe robot with video recording capability into the mine to gather information.  
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13. The risk assessment with regard to activating the conveyor belt was written by staff from 

the Pike River Coal Mining Company and forwarded to Police National Headquarters for 

consideration. 

14. The risk assessment action plan at 5.1 of the document is blank.  The risk assessment 

doesn’t adequately address the risk of a further explosion. 

15. Although it does include signatures of the representatives of the Pike River Coal Mine 

Company it contains no signatures or approval notation from members of the New 

Zealand Police which indicates this risk assessment was not finalised or approved. 

“The risk assessment for the running of the conveyor belt within the mine is to be 

reviewed following entry of the robot into the mine”  

(23/11/2010 0001hrs Pike.19795 smart board notes Pike River Mine ……….events page 55). 

16. On 26 November 2010 an interagency briefing document contained the following 

reference relating to deployment of the robot into the drift.  The briefing likely occurred 

at Greymouth or at the Pike River Mine.  This further indicates consideration regarding 

activation of the conveyor belt was not to be pursued until after information from the robot 

was available.  

 “it was able to show that the conveyor belt is now off its rails so we now know 

that we can’t start that (conveyor belt) safely and we can’t use that to move gear 

or anything as far as deployment.  This was a particular point we had to cover off 

in terms of overall operation in terms of safety and in terms of giving us a bit of a 

look” 

(Pike 0235 briefing document at the Pike River Coalmine)  

17.  gave evidence at the Royal Commission of 

Inquiry into the Pike River coalmine disaster.  He was being examined by  

 and was questioned regarding the conveyor belt.   
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18. Essentially  said in evidence that he wanted to turn the conveyor belt on 

however the Police didn’t support the proposal and it didn’t occur.   

(Reference Royal Commission of Inquiry transcript number Phase two Search and Rescue Hearings 9.00 a.m 

Friday 9 September 2011). 

19. In relation to Tasking number 35, this sought further information in relation to the 

conveyor belt.  

20. In relation to the Risk Assessment Panel, this was established and included 

representatives from Police, Department Labour, New Zealand Fire Service and other 

experts however this may have been fully established after this particular risk 

assessment and in part arising out of issues identified during the consideration for this 

specific risk assessment.  

21. In relation to the procedure for the signing off of the risk assessments it was (broadly): 

Once the risk panel had been established they would consider risk assessment 

documents to approve or not approve with feedback.  Approval of all members was 

required.  Independent quality assurance was required in terms of risk assessments and 

this was made clear in emails dated 22/11/2010. 

22. I did not have detailed knowledge of the physical process of starting the conveyor belt. 

Practical operation of the conveyor belt would be a matter for Pike River Coalmine 

Company staff or the contractors employed by them. 

23. In summary, operating the conveyor belt was a proposal suggested by some staff 

members from the Pike River Coalmine Company (refer Risk Assessment), and wasn’t 

supported by Police (refer oral evidence  Royal Commission of 

Inquiry). 
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I confirm the truth and accuracy of this statement. I make the statement with the knowledge that 
it is to be used in court proceedings. I am aware that it is an offence to make a statement that 
is known by me to be false or intended by me to mislead. 
 
             
Signature  Date 
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Statement of:  Age (if under 18):    
  
Date statement taken: 9/11/18 Time: 1:22 pm 
   
Location:  
  

 

I,  state:   

1. On Friday 19th November 2010 after the explosion at Pike River Mine I was 

instructed by  to travel down to the mine site 

and take command of the police operation. 

2. I was instructed by  that NZP were to be the lead agency and would work 

in collaboration with other emergency service, mines rescue and the Pike River coal 

mining company staff. 

3. I arrived at the mine just after midnight assessed the overall situation and then 

assumed command of the police operation. 

4. The mining disaster was called Operation Pike for the purposes of the overall 

rescue and recovery phases.  

5. I was the Incident Controller (IC) for the period of the operation. In the initial few 

weeks I was the day shift IC and  was the night shift 

IC.  

6. We worked 12 hour shifts and had an overlap each morning where we would 

discuss events that occurred during our shifts. 

7. The police operation had three layers of operational command. They were strategic, 

operational and tactical. 

8.  was appointed the Police Response Co-

ordinator and was responsible for all strategic decision making.  

9. As IC I was responsible for operational decision making. 

10. At a tactical level there were Forward Commanders appointed to work at the mine 

site with the various mining experts and associated emergency services. These 
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positions were normally at Commissioned Offer level and were rotated throughout 

the period of the operation. 

11.  It was made clear to me by  from the outset of the operation I did not 

have authority to authorise entry into the mine any person, instrument, article or 

vehicle. This level of decision making sat with him at the strategic level. 

12. A very robust process of risk assessments was adopted in regard to all major 

decisions impacting on the rescue and recovery phases of the operation. 

13. At a tactical level risk assessments were prepared at the forward base by a panel of 

experts comprising of NZP, mines rescue, mining experts and the mining company. 

At times this group was joined by other subject matter experts. 

14. These risk assessments would cover a wide range of issues and occurred on a 

daily basis throughout the entirety of the operation.  

15. The risk assessments were then sent to me as IC at Greymouth police station to be 

reviewed and before being sent to  for sign off and checking by a panel 

of experts he had assembled. 

16. If the risk assessments were agreed to then they were signed and returned to me 

for action. If they were rejected or need further analysis they were returned to the 

forward commander to be worked on. 

17. In the early days of the operation there was a belief that the 29 men trapped under 

ground may still be alive. As part of the early process there were many suggestions 

put forward in an effort to make contact with those miners. 

18. One such suggestion was to tap on the water pipes that ran into the mine to see if 

anyone responded. Another was to ring the various underground telephones to see 

if anyone answered. 

19. I do vaguely recall during this early period someone from the mining company 

suggesting putting food and water onto the conveyer belt and sending it into the 

mine. 

20. I do not recall who made this suggestion. 

21. I do not recall signing a risk assessment or forwarding it to  to allow the 

conveyer belt to be activated. 
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22. As I have previously stated this type of decision would need to be made at the 

strategic level by  

23.  I had only visited or was in the control room at the mine site on less than 4 

occasions throughout the entire operation. This was to view video footage from the 

portal. I don’t recall who was in the room at each time.  

24. On the 24th November 2010 I was contacted by a member of the police forward 

command team to say there was discussion of possibly being able to re-enter the 

mine. I found this extremely unusual as all the reading to date in the mine indicated 

it was not safe to re-enter. 

25.  I drove the mine site to access what was occurring. Whilst there the second 

explosion occurred.  

26. I went to the control room and viewed the explosion of the camera from the portal. 

The room was full of various staff. Again I don’t recall who present apart from 

myself and   

27. As I have I have outlined in paragraph 11 it was made clear to all those persons 

involved in the risk assessment process that  was the only person who 

could authorise any re-entry into the mine or the turning on of anything associated 

with the workings of the mine. 

 

 

 

I confirm the truth and accuracy of this statement. I make the statement with the knowledge that 
it is to be used in court proceedings. I am aware that it is an offence to make a statement that 
is known by me to be false or intended by me to mislead. 
 
             
Signature  Date 
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Statement of:  Age (if under 18):    
  
Date statement taken: 20-12-18 Time:          
   
Location:       
  

 

I , state:   

In 2010 I was the  at Pike River Coal. 

This statement is made at the request of the Police and in response to recent media releases about the 
Conveyor Belt and any relationship the belt may have had to the 2nd explosion at Pike River on the 24th 
of November 2010 at about 14:37 hrs. I was supplied with a questionnaire which had a series of 
questions which I have tried to address to the best of my memory. 

Immediately after the first explosion at Pike River I was involved with the Pike Management Team and 
the Police in I suppose what you would call the incident management team. 

I was involved with the discussions and risk assessment around the idea to restart the belt but I cannot 
recall there ever being a SOP produced to cover the process. An SOP is a “Safe Operating Procedure” 
and is required for any plan to be comfort action. 

2. The risks were identified in the risk assessment and controls were proposed. As far as I can recall, a 
standard operating procedure was not produced as the mine exploded for the second time before this 
could happen. 

3. I believe that the risk assessment may have been signed off before the explosion but I can’t be sure 
but there was no SOP signed off so I do not believe or recall that anyone would have attempted to start 
the belt without all the controls identified in the risk assessment being in place. This included the mines 
rescue team being present as well as the police. At the time of the second explosion as  
mentioned, Mines rescue team was being briefed on re-entry, they were not up at the portal waiting for 
the belt to start. Neither, to the best of my knowledge, was there any police presence at the portal when 
the second explosion occurred. 

4. All 5 of the persons with names identified on the risk assessment would have been present even 
though some of the attendees may not have any recollection of the assessment  or I would 
not have signed the document if those persons were not present. 

5.  and I were responsible for signing off the Risk Assessment. 
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6. I do not recall the procedure but  personnel were responsible for operation of the 
belt. 

7. I cannot recall anyone specifically advocating for starting of the belt. It was an option discussed at 
the time and obviously considered a high enough priority to hold a risk assessment to establish whether 
or not it was viable. 

8. I have not discussed this with anyone else apart from answering a telephone call from TVNZ media 
team. Some lady from TVNZ rang me a couple of months ago alleging that the belt had been started 
and caused the second explosion. She asked if I would comment and answer some questions that they 
would email me. I said that I would be happy to comment but I have to date not received any email. 

9. In the days leading up to the 2nd explosion I was in and out of the control room on numerous 
occasions. 

10.  I cannot recall the day of the 2nd explosion specifically so am unsure who was at the mine site. 
There would have been the Pike river employees that were rostered on, mines rescue personnel and 
members of the police. 

11. To the best of my knowledge I’m unsure if any Pike /Mines Rescue or Police were at the Portal at 
the time of the 2nd explosion. 

12. I do not believe that any person would have attempted to start the conveyor belt without a Standard 
Operating Procedure being produced and without all the controls in place identified in the risk 
assessment. I don't recall this SOP ever being produced and believe that the second explosion occurred 
before this SOP could be finalised. 

13. As far as I am aware no attempt was made to start the conveyor belt at any time after the initial 
explosion on the 19th of November 2010. 

. 

 

I confirm the truth and accuracy of this statement. I make the statement with the knowledge that 
it is to be used in court proceedings. I am aware that it is an offence to make a statement that 
is known by me to be false or intended by me to mislead. 
 
             
Signature  Date 
 
   Date statement finished:       Time:          
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   Signature witnessed by:        
  Print name and QID  
                         
 Signature  Date  Time  
        
   Statement taken by:        
(If different to person witnessing signature) Print name and QID  
                         
 Signature  Date  Time  
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Were you involved in the discussions / Risk assessments SOP’s around the idea to try and 
re-start the conveyor belt? 

There was some discussion over the time I was at the forward command 
base at mine offices about the possibility of testing the conveyor belt by 
doing a start up and run for a very short time. To my knowledge it was 
never actively pursued. The emphasis was first to check that the conveyor 
belt as it was expected that it would have been damaged, but the nature 
and degree was not known. I also recall that there was a recognised risk 
of ignition if the electric motor was started up and that was increased if 
the belt did not run. The emphasis was on gas testing, deployment of the 
NZDF robots and the drilling of the bore hole,  

Do you recall anything around the Risk Assessments, what were the perceived problems 
with starting the belt? 

It was the view that the conveyor belt would have been damaged and 
covered with debris from the initial explosion. I recall the main issue was 
there was no way of knowing the amount of debris on the belt, the 
condition and whether it was intact the entire length. There was also a 
view that the terminus of the belt near the drift would have been 
extensively damaged also from the first explosion. The emphasis was on 
getting an inspection done of the belt done as best as possible and 
monitoring the of the gas ratios and the risk of ignition. In the early part 
of the operation there was a delay of several hours with results of the gas 
testing so the priority was to build up a understanding of trends with 
airflows, the percentage of oxygen and percentage of combustible gases. 
The sampling was critical for the risk assessments 

Do you have any knowledge around the finalisation of the Risk Assessment for the 
conveyor belt? Was it signed off before the 2nd explosion occurred? 
 

I don’t recall anything. 

Do you know who was involved in the investigation into the pros and cons of the R.A for 
the starting of the belt 

I don’t know.  

Who was responsible for the signing off of the RA? 

All risk assessments were sent to  at the base at Greymouth 
station for forwarding to t Police 
National HQ in Wellington.  

Do you know the procedure for starting the Conveyor belt? 



No. I understood that it was powered by an electric motor switched on 
and off from the control room.  

Are you aware of anyone who was advocating starting the conveyor belt? 

No. It was mentioned but to the best of my recall it was never actively 
being advocated because there were too many unknowns. We were 
waiting for video from the NZDF robots, images from a camera lowered 
down the bore hole and there was the risk of combustibility 

Have you spoken to anyone else who you think may have any knowledge of the conveyor 
belt enquiry? 

No.  

Were you in the Control room in the days leading up to the 2nd explosion? (24-11-2010, 
14:37 hrs). 

I visited a couple of times over the course of the week has I walked 
around the mine offices. The control room was always unoccupied. There 
was no reason for anyone to be in there.   

What was your role?   

Night Shift (1900-0700 hours)  at the Pike River 
mine officers  

Do you recall who else may have been there? 

At the time there was about 30-40 people at the mine site. I dealt mainly 
with  from Pike River.   

 
 Recall there were a large crew of Mines Rescue 

personnel.  

If you are a Police member receiving this query please submit your response as a Formal 
Written Statement.  
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Location:       
  

 

I,  state:   

1. I am working for the   as a  

2. At the time of the Pike River Mine Tragedy I was employed at the Pike River’s Coal 

Mine as a  

3. I have 23 years of experience of working in the Mines. In 1995 I started working in the 

, I was there for about 

twelve to thirteen years.   

4. I left there in 2008 and started working for Pike River Coal Mine about 3 weeks later in 

New Zealand,  in March 2008.  

5. I have been asked by the New Zealand Police a number of questions in relation to the 

drift conveyor belt at Pike River Coal Mine for their investigation into the proposition 

that the drift conveyor belt was started up at the Pike River Coal Mine on the 24th of 

November 2010. 

6. I was working in the Control Room on the 24th November 2010.  

7. I was asked “Would turning on the conveyor belt cause any sort of change in the 

electrical readings at the control room, for example would the readings show an 

increase in the power readings?  

8. The drift conveyor belt only had a running indication on the SCADA, Supervisory 

Control and Data Acquisition system.  This was only displayed on the screen and no 

history recorded on it. 
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9. From memory, I was asked this question in the past and I could not find any recording 

of the drift conveyor belt starting.  

10. I have been asked “What was the procedure for turning on the conveyer belt and did 

this action activate warning lights and siren in the control room.”? The conveyor belt 

motors and starter were situated at the Portal of the mine in a shed there  (see attached 

diagram, the belt was owned and operated by  staff not Pike river 

staff.  There was a siren which activated immediately before the belt was started. 

11. The belt could not be started from the control room  

12. There were no sirens in the control room, only a running / stopped indication on a 

SCADA screen.  The belt was under the control of  

13. I have been asked “Do I know who was in the control room at 1400 hours on the 24th 

of November 2010”? 

14.  confirmed that he was in the control room on the day. 

15. I have been asked “Do I recall any discussions around starting up the Belt?, the white 

board photo attached, (annexure “A”,) indicates it was an idea being considered, Point 

4”? 

16. I remember there was an idea going around about placing a camera on the belt and 

then starting the belt to run the camera into the mine for some distance and then 

reversing the belt to retrieve the camera recordings.  To my knowledge this never made 

it past the conceptual phase. 

I confirm the truth and accuracy of this statement. I make the statement with the knowledge that 
it is to be used in court proceedings. I am aware that it is an offence to make a statement that 
is known by me to be false or intended by me to mislead. 
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Signature  Date 
 
   Date statement finished:       Time:          
   

 
   Signature witnessed by:        
  Print name and QID  
                         
 Signature  Date  Time  
        
   Statement taken by:        
(If different to person witnessing signature) Print name and QID  
                         
 Signature  Date  Time  
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Provision of advice relating to role of 
conveyor belt in second explosion at Pike 
River 24 November 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by Professor David Cliff 
Minerals Industry Safety and Health Centre 

Sustainable Minerals Institute 
University of Queensland 

 
Date of Report: 26 November 2018 

 
 
 
 



 

1. Summary 
 

 
 
Professor Cliff was contacted by  of the NZ Police to ascertain whether 
the conveyor belt was started at about 14:37 hrs on the 24-11-2010 and that this was 
the causation of the 2nd explosion.  
 
As part of this  has asked  to contact 
Professor Cliff to see if he had expertise on the following matters may be probative? 
 

• The video footage from the mine portal shows a small movement of the belt 
just before the explosive force can be seen exiting the mine. If the footage is 
supplied are you able to offer an interpretation of this footage.ie could it be 
stated that the movement of the belt is caused by the motors starting, or was 
the movement caused by the blast further in-bye?) 

• Would starting the electrical motors for the belt show on the electrical usage 
for the mine at that specific time, ie would it show a difference in the usage at 
that specific time. 

 
This report refers to an evaluation of video footage at the portal and ancillary 
information including gas monitoring data and witness statements. 
 
This report concludes that the movement of the conveyor observed was caused by 
the second explosion and not the reverse. 
 

 
 
David Cliff 
Professor of Risk and Knowledge Transfer 
Minerals Industry Safety and Health Centre 
Sustainable Minerals Institute 
University of Queensland  

 

2 Minerals Industry Safety & Health Centre The Sustainable Minerals Institute, The University of Queensland, Australia 
 

 
 



 
 

DETAILED OBSERVATIONS AND DISCUSSION 
 
1. Analysis of video footage 

 
File supplied 20101124143713-143813.avi starts at 14:37:13.  The recording 
of video by the system at Pike River was initiated by the detection of 
movement. At approximately 2 seconds into the recording the belt can be seen 
to move to the left of screen; i.e. out of the mine.  The first evidence of the 
pressure wave exiting the mine appears at approximately the same time into 
the recording with the tape starting to lift.  This followed by increasing air 
movement, the conveyor belt flapping up and down and the audible sound of 
an explosion at approximately 4 seconds into the recording with visible post 
explosion material.  Similar behaviour is observed in the video of explosions 3 
and 4 though the sound of the explosion coincides with the movement of the 
belt in these videos. 
 
It is possible that there was belt movement just prior to the recording being 
initiated as this could have triggered the recording. 
 
I believe that the original video recorded at a frame rate lower than 25 frames 
per second.  It is not possible to quantify the speed of the blast wave, but it 
was subsonic as there was no sonic boom.  The speed of sound is 
approximately 280 m/s.   The sound of the explosion exited the mine prior to 
the visible evidence indicating that the pressure wave had a velocity less than 
this.  There is no evidence of the actual chemical explosion wave exiting the 
mine (flame or heat).  The ignition cannot therefore have occurred close to the 
portal. In addition video exploration of the drift using the various robots did not 
find any evidence of heat from any of the explosions in the drift as far as the 
jugonaut that was parked about 1600 m up the drift, though there was 
evidence of the pressure wave lifting the belt off its rollers at this point. 
 
There are a number of points to make with respect to this video and the 
conveyor belt. 

• The conveyor only runs in the stone drift as far as the “Grizzly”. 
• The conveyor visible is the bottom conveyor and under normal 

operation would move into the drift as the load is carried on the top 
conveyor belt out of the mine. 

• There is a very small difference in time if any between the first 
movement the belt and the detection of air flow out of the mine. 

• Airflow at this time was into the mine as there was a flow due to natural 
ventilation pressure differences and buoyancy effects. 
 

2. Statements provided by  
 

 
Some significant points raised during these testimonies: 
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For the explos    initiated by the belt starting there would need to be an 
explosive atmosphere of gas adjacent to the conveyor belt system or allied electrical 
circuits.  The belt only went as far as the grizzly.There is no evidence that the 
atmosphere at the grizzly was anything other than fresh air. This is supported by: 

• The stone drift appeared to be acting as an intake to the mine at all 
times due to natural ventilation pressure and a probable fire in the coal 
near the slimline. 

• The solid energy monitor at the grizzly, though not working on the 24th 
on the days prior to that did not show any signs of any flammable gas at 
the grizzly. 

• The absence of any evidence of heat from the combustion wave from 
video exploration by the various robots after all the explosions, in the 
drift as far as the jugonaut. 
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CONCLUSION: 

 
Based on the analysis above it is very unlikely that the movement of the belt was 
initiated by people. It was more likely caused by the pressure wave of the second 
explosion. 
This is supported by: 

• The absence of any evidence of a flammable atmosphere in the stone 
drift, as the drift was acting as an intake to the mine. 

• The short lag time between the belt movement and the pressure wave 
arrival, indicating that the pressure wave most likely caused the belt 
movement. 

• Similar behaviour observed during the third and fourth explosion. 
• The absence of any heat in the stone drift as far as the jugonaut, 

meaning that the combustion wave had dissipated before this point. 
• The belt moved in the direction opposite to normal operation and there 

is testimony to indicate that it could not move in the reverse direction. 
• There was no one on site on the day with the capacity to initiate the 

belt. 
• There was no evidence that the audible alarm triggered to indicate that 

the belt had started. 
 

At the time of the second explosion there would have been no electrical consumption 
within the mine and thus the start-up of the conveyor could be detectable on the 
power supplied to the mine. 
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Name:  Checked by:   

Rank:  QID  Rank:  QID  

Date: 20/12/2018 Date: 20/12/2018 
 

 
20.12.18 
1300 hrs Tasked to carry out a video analysis of the CCTV footage on the portal at Pike River 

on 24 November 2010.  
 
 The first file in this footage is dated 24.11.10 at 1200.30 hours. The final file in this 

scenario is the same date at 1458.40 hours. 
 

File 2010112412416-120455  
This folder shows men working at the portal with what looks to be a white van. 
 
File 20101124120833-120933  
This footage shows three men at the portal. 
 
File 20101124124802-124823  
This footage shows a white van and men leaving. 
 
File 20101124130149-130222  
This footage has no visuals however, men’s voices can clearly be heard on the video. 
 
File 20101124130652-130658  
This footage shows the trailer leaving. 
 
File 20101124133318-133332  
This footage shows two men walking east across the portal. 
 
File 20101124133820-133831  
This footage shows a third person walking east. 
 
File 20101124132146-134201  
This footage shows two or three men walking west across the face of the portal. 
 
File 20101124134835-1 
Two men leave the portal area. 
 
File 20101124143713-143813 
Shows the second blast at Pike River. 
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SUMMARY:  
 
 
Pre Blast: 
 
Due to the position of the camera and the limited view available from this camera it is 
difficult say without any doubt that all staff had left the area of the Portal area at the 
time of the explosion however between and 13:48:35 and the time of the explosion at 
14:37:13 no-one is seen or heard on the cameras. 
 
Post blast: 
 
There are 12 videos post blast between 14:37:13 and 14:58:40 
 
No-one is seen leaving the Portal area. Given the blast has (has activated the 
camera for a reasonable time post blast if anyone had started the conveyor you 
would expect to see ten leaving the  leaving the Portal. 
 
Relevance: Need to establish how easy it would be to access the  conveyer 
shed without activating the motion sensor on the Portal Camera. 
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11.02.2019 Refer to the series of emails from  and  dating from 16 
November 2018. 

 
 I further spoke to  on the afternoon of the 11th of February 2019 to 

clarify the email he sent to  on the 15th of December 2018.  had 
requested more clarity on the 5th of February by email. 

 
1610 Hrs  informed me that having looked through the data that they managed 

to locate he could confirm that there was no fault and no evidence of an electrical 
surge. 

 
 They had records for the first event (19 November 2010) but none for the second 

date we were requesting (24th November 2010). They are still searching their 
archives for any data. 

 
 He was able to say that the CB3 (circuit breaker 3) was closed (power was going 

through it) after the first explosion a request was made to open CB3 (turn the power 
off) on the 30th of November. 

 
 The power was on to the conveyor belt on the 24th of November 2010. He could 

conclusively say from the data he had seen that there was no surge of power 
following the first explosion and when the circuit breaker is opened on the 30th of 
November. 





















 

 

 

 



 

 



 




