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1888.
NEW ZEALAND.

GISBORNE HARBOUR BILL COMMITTEE
(REPORT OF THE), TOGETHER WITH MINUTES OF EVIDENCE AND APPENDIX.

MR. H. S. FISH, CHAIRMAN.

Brought up on 2nd August, 1888, and ordered to be printed.

ORDERS OP REFERENCE.
Extracts from the Journals of the House of Representatives.

Fbiday, the 13th day of July, 1888.
Ordered, " That a Select Committee be appointed, to whom shall be referred tho Gisborne Harbour Bill. The

Committee to consist of Mr. Allen,Mr. Fish, Mr. Ross, Mr. Tanner, Mr. R. Thompson, Mr. Whyte, and the Mover.
Three to be a quorum; to report within ten days. To have power to call for persons and papers."—(Hon. Mr.
Fisheb.)

Friday, 20th day of July, 1888.
Ordered, "That an extension of time for ten days be granted to the Gisborne Harbour Bill Committee in which

to bring up their report."—(Mr. Allen.)

BEPOET.

The Select Committee to whom was referred the Gisborne Harbour Bill, having taken
evidencerelating to the Gisborne Harbour works and to the position of the Board, have thehonour
to report as follows :—

1. That the Committee areof opinion that the works already carried out arepractically useless.
2. That the evidence taken goes to show that if the breakwater be carried out to a length of

1,160ft. the smaller steamers and vessels frequenting the Port of Gisborne could use the wharf in
ordinary weather, which willbe of some service to the district.

3. That to carry the breakwater out to 1,160ft.will cost about an additional £40,000.
4. That the present income only just meets the present expenditure of the Board.
5. That the expenditure of the said sum of £40,000 involves an increased charge on the

district, to be met either by increased wharf charges and port dues, or an increase in the present
rate, orboth, amounting to about £2,000 per annum. YourCommittee therefore recommend that,
subject to the following conditions, the work be allowed to proceed:—

(1.) That previous to the proposed work being entered upon by the Gisborne HarbourBoard a
poll of the ratepayers, as hereinafter described, be taken, as to whether such works
shall be proceeded with or not.

(2.) That the works shall not proceed unless a majority of the ratepayers actually on the roll,
both as to number and value, shall poll in the affirmative.

(3.) That the words, " a poll of theratepayers," mentioned in Condition 1, shall meanall those
having rateable property in the Borough of Gisborne and within a radius of ten miles
thereof.

(4.) That, inasmuch as the proposed work may be of little value to a large number of the rate-
payers in Cook County, all thoseresiding outside the aforementioned radius of ten miles
shall not be liable for the payment of any greater rate than they at present pay—
namely, |d. in the pound.

(5.) That the unexpendedbalance of the original loan, after deducting the said sum of £40,000
for theproposed work, shallbe vested in an independentBoard of Trustees, to be appointed
by the Government; such Board to have power to invest the said money in freehold
securities to an amount not exceeding one-half of the ascertained value of such securi-
ties.

(6.) That, as this matter is one of urgency to the inhabitants of Gisborne and the surrounding
district, this Committee recommend that the Government introduce a Bill this session
embodying and giving effect to the above recommendations.

H. S. Fish,
2nd August, 1888. Chairman.
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

Wednesday, 18th July, 1888.
Mr. J. D. Oemond, M.H.E., examined.

Mr. Ormond: I wish to give evidence chieflybecause I have been requested to do so by the
settlers who have petitioned the House against further expenditure upon the Gisborne Harbour
works. The settlers—I refer to those living in the north part of Cook County—who have petitioned
the House say in that petition that when the loan was raised for the harbour at Gisborne, and
they were made parties to the rating district, it was with the intention, as set forth in the Bill, of
making a harbour which would be of value to them as well as to the otherparts of the district;
that the plan which was then approved, and, under the Bill,was to be carried out, has been entirely
departed from; and the works now going on, if carried to the extreme limit recommended by Mr.
Higginson in his report, would be of no value at all to the petitioners. They would have no in-
terest, direct or indirect, in such an expenditure, and they would be taxed heavily for a work in
which they are not interested. These are the grounds they submit. If, as recommended by Mr.
Higginson in his report, another £40,000 were spent upon this harbour, granting that all would go
well, it would only admit of a small vessel of the size of the little steamer " Australia" going along-
side. This same steamer, the " Australia," calls at all ports north of Gisborne, which these
settlers use. She calls at three different places—the centres of the district in which these settlers
live. Therefore it will be manifest to the Committee that they can have no possible interest in
this work. That puts, as shortly as I can, the case of the petitioners. Iwould wish to say that,
although I have not signed the petition, on account of my being a member of the House, I am one
of the people who have an interest in this district. I have a piece of property there. I believe
the petition has been signed by every person whois in that rating district. Imay say they did not
raise any protest at the time the loan was raised for the reason already given, because the work
which was projected was of a different character altogether. Had the original work been carried
out, the wool-vessels, which would have been the only benefit gained by these settlers by the carry-
ing-out of this work, would have been enabled to get alongside the wharf or under the shelter of
the work. It is not pretended that theextension of the present work will enablewool-vessels to
get alongside.

1. Mr. Boss.] Can you explain why the original plan was departed from?—I cannot. I only
know that the work has been shifted from the place originally intended, as set forth in the pre-
amble of the Bill. The preamble of the Bill of 1884 distinctly sets forth that the Gisborne Har-
bour Board " are desirous of constructing certain harbour works, to afford accommodationgene-
rally to shipping of a largo tonnage, and to form a harbour of refuge for the East Coast." If the
Committee would allow me I would putbriefly before them the monetaryposition of the Gisborne
Harbour Board at the present time. The Board was authorised to raise a loan of £200,000 ; that
loan was raised, and the money came into the hands of the Board. From that moneyimmediately
was deducteda sinking fund of £25,000. I do not know whether that was authorised or not; at
any rate, it was done.

Mr. Graham : Yes; it was authorised.
Mr. Ormond: It was authorised afterwards, I believe, by the Act of last session. That Act also

authorised an amount of £14,941, which was some debt or overdraftof the Board, for other purposes
than those for which the loan was raised. I will support my statement by Mr. Higginson's figures.
On page 5 of his report, in section 2, he says, "The amount of the loan set apart for works being
£175,000, as £25,000 wasreserved on account of a sinking fund. The amount set apart for the
work has also been reduced by the sum of £14,941 6s. Bd., which has been charged to loan, as pro-
vided in the Amendment Act, 1884, leaving available£160,058 13s. 4d." Thus, after deducting the
two sums mentioned, there is a balance available,as Mr. Higginson states, of £160,000. Then, on
the samepage, a little above, you will see what Mr. Higginson says as to the amount that will
require to be expended before the works will be of service to shipping. "The steamship 'Aus-
tralia,'" he says, "which is a regular trader to the port, draws lift., consequently would require
15ft. alongside thepier. In order to obtain this the work must be extendedanother 1,000ft., where
there is 13Jft. to sand and 17ft. to rock. It is possible that the tidal scour will increase the depth,
so that at that distance 15ft. would be available. The Engineer estimates that the cost of thework
up to this point will be £101,000."

2. Mr. Boss.] The amount expended already is £60,000, I think?—-Yes, £60,000. That would
leave a balanceunexpended, supposing these works were authorised, of £59,000. Then, Mr. Higgin-
son, in the instructions given him, was directed to report as to the ability of the district to pay
interest on the loan ; and if the Committee will turn to page 7 of his report, which is, I think, a
fair one, they will see what he says on the subject. The estimated expenditurefor this year he sets
down at £13,678, and the estimated receipts—port charges and dues, and interest on balance of
loan—at £8,465, leaving a deficiency of £5,000. This deficiency will be made up—at least, not
quite—by therate of Id. in the borough, and Jd. in the county, which is being levied at thepresent
time.
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3. What is the maximum rate ?—There is a division of opinion on that. Some people say, and
many of the lawyers assert, that the present is the maximumrate. lam just coming to that ques-
tion. Well, then, for the next year, ending the 31st December, 1889, Mr. Higginson estimates a
deficiency at £7,663 ; and then, he says, to make up this, it will be necessary to increase the rates
to 1-J-d. in the borough and fd. in the county, which would yield barely sufficient money to pay it.
He then goes on to explain, "It seems to be generally supposed that the present Act does notgive
powerto levy a higher rate than Id. and -J-d.; but, after carefully studying it, I should under-
stand otherwise. In clause 23 of the Gisborne Harbour Board Empowering Act of 1884 it states
that the Board may ' make and levy arate in the proporcions in the different parts of the district
hereinafter mentioned, not exceeding Id. in the pound upon all rateable property in the harbour
district.' Clause 25 provides also that 'the rate to be levied underthis Acton the rateable property
in the Borough of Gisborne shallbe double the rate to be levied on the rateable property in the
severalridings.' " Lawyers are at variance on this subject; a difference of opinion exists about it.
Then, Mr. Higginson says, " According to information supplied to me by the secretary, as to the
present rateable value, calculated at Id. in thepound, the amount yielded would be : Total rateable
value, including Crown and Native lands in boroughand county, £2,119,367,at Id.= £8,830 13s.lid."
So that you see, as I understand it, if the Act is given full effect to this rate will not raise the
sum required to pay interest on the loan. The Committeewill kindly keep this in recollection. I
am quoting Mr. Higginson's figures ; I have not made a calculation myself, but I assume Mr.
Higginson's figures are correct. I would further refer the Committee to page 9of Mr. Higginson's
report, where he gives a statement of his estimate of receipts and expenditure in 1893. Allowing
for an increase in trade, in anticipation that the land will be open for settlement, he makes out a
deficiency of £8,445.

4. Mr. Whyte.] That is, if thewholeof the money was spent ?—That is, if the £101,000 was ex-
pended. He is, I understand, always going on thatbasis. In giving you thesefigures I have called
attention to the leading points as regards the monetary position of the Board. Then, as to the
ability of the district to pay interest on the loan, Mr. Higginson makes two or three statements on
this point. The first one is on page 7 (last paragraph but one), where he says, "It is generally
supposed that ' The Crown and Native Lands Eating Act, 1882 ' will be repealed; but I have taken
no notice of this in the foregoing estimates. In the case under notice the repeal of that Act would
relieve a large portion of Cook County from bearing its fair share of taxation, and which would, in
consequence, bear all the more heavily uponthefew settlers who have been for some years struggling
to improve their holdings. I have made allowance for a small increase from port charges and
wharfage, but, unless Crown land is thrown open, and the restrictions removed from dealing in
Native land, no extension of settlementcan be looked for, nor any great improvement made in the
present holdings, so that trade must stagnate." Then, on page 9, he refers to " The capabilities of
the district to bear the burden of the present rate, or such a rate as it may be necessary to
impose, &c." " Although the rate now levied of -|d. in the county and Id. in theborough has been
shown to be insufficient for the purpose of enabling the Board to meet its engagements after this
year, I find that there is a general feeling that the district cannot bear a higher one, as it would
press too heavily on the many struggling settlers, who are already heavily taxed, andwho, owing to
the general depression existing, look with dismay on the prospect in store for them. Many hold the
opinion that a mistake has been made in voting for the prosecution of a work which must entail so
heavy a burden upon the present generation. The interest of the loan amounts to an annual tax
of nearly £2 per head of the population." And on the next page he makes these remarks :
" I am unable to report under this head further than that, in my opinion, the imposition of a
heavier rate than that now levied—viz., Id. and -J-d.—would create a bar to the progress of the
settlement." Further down he also says, " The present harbour rate presses heavily upon many
settlers along the seaboard who make no use of the Port of Gisborne, and probably never will, as
they ship theirwool direct into coasting-vessels at various points." That last paragraph refers to
the settlerswhose case I put before the Committeeat the commencement of my statement. Now,
Iwould like to say, the question, it appears to me, that arises out of all this, and which I desire to
be considered on the part of those who have petitioned—Does getting the " Australia" to the wharf
justify the expenditure that is required to accomplish it—that is, the expenditure of an additional
£40,000? This is, of course, a matterwhich the Committee can form their judgments upon as well
as any one like myself giving evidence. I believe there is a great difference of opinion in the district
on the subject. lam not at all surebut that if it were referred to the people they would say they
were in favour of stopping the work altogether, and leaving it as it is. I do not see myself that
the £40,000 would bring any commensuratebenefit equal to the interest on the sum which is to be
spent. lam quite aware that this opinion entails the present absolute loss of the money that has
been spent. I wouldpoint out that it would not be absolute loss, for, if the work is valuable, it is
there and would not go away, and when the district came into the position of being able to bear
the cost of such a work it might be carried out.

5. Mr. Thompson.] Would there not be the danger of its silting up?—Mr. Higginson says no.
Mr. Tanner : The same argument would apply even if it were completed.
6. Mr. Allen.] Were the whole of the settlers along the coast consulted as to this £200,000

loan ; did theyagree to it ?—When authority was obtained to raise the loan there was a poll taken
on it, and a majority of the settlers of the whole district voted in favour of it.

7. Mr. Graham.] Are you awarethat a number of those who now object signed the original
petition ?—I cannot tell; Ido not think they signed it.

Mr. Graham: To the best of my recollection two settlers voted against the loan.
Mr. Thompson: If the petitioners who now object originally voted for the loan they place

themselves in an awkward position.
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Mr. Ormond : I have pointed out that theplan has been altogether diverted from. The plan
which is now being carried out is not the plan they voted for. I tried to show that the work now
being carried out can be of no benefit to them whatever. The extension of the works is only sought
for for the purpose of allowing the small steamer "Australia" to go alongside [the wharf. This
same steamer now calls at every port of the district which now protests against the loan. You can
have no more absolute evidence that this district will not benefit by the work. The Act of 1884
describes the work to be constructed; I have already quoted it.

8. Mr. Boss.] Is the present work a diversion from the plans under which the loan wasfloated
on the Londonmarket ?—It is in adifferent place altogether.

Mr. Ormond : What I do ask the Committee to realise is this : These settlers have the same
steamers which go to Gisborne, the " Suva" and the " Australia," trading to their centres at the
present time. The steamers go to these places, land the goods at their doors, and take away any
produce the settlers mayhave direct to Auckland, Napier, or Wellington.

9. The Chairman.] How do these steamers discharge and load their cargoes ?—By means of
lighters.

10. Is the work already finished any good at all?—Very little.
11. These steamers donot go behind the breakwater?—No. My opinion is, after the experi-

ence of Napier, that if carried to completion the work will be just as useless as it is now.
12. As to the other site?—lt was in deep water and made provision for wool-vessels. It

was higher up, further away from Gisborne, on thesame side though as the present works.
13. You give the Committee to understand this, as a ratepayer and settler of the district : It

willbe better that the workshould remain as it is, evenif it involves the loss of the money already
expended?—I believe so ; and I believe the people, if it were put to them, would say so them-
selves.

14. Mr. Graham.] You stated that the principal objection was that the original plan had
been departed from. Are you awarethat by Sir John Coode's plan the groundwork would have
been on very nearly the identical spot as this?—No.

15. Within a trifle of it ?—A very great trifle. Captains of steamers that trade there, such
as the " Manapouri," have expressed the opinion that in the event of this work being carriedout, if
it ever got a depth of water which it was supposed it might have, they would not think it safe in
anything like rough water to take advantage of it. Sir John Coode's plan, on the other hand, made
provision for what is called a harbour of refuge for that part of the country.

16. Mr. Whyte.] Do you recollect the cost of Sir John Coode's plan?—£26o,ooo, I believe.
17. What advantage do you consider it would have been, supposing Sir John Coode's plan had

been started?—I maintain, however far it would have been carried out, it would have been of
service for vessels of that class.

Mr. Graham: The district could not possibly have borne the expenditure.
Mr. Ormond : I can understand a district making a sacrifice for a work that would be useful

to it, and I can understand a district protesting against being burdened for a work which would be
absolutely valueless to it. For instance, at Napier, I myself, when I found that the work first
carried out there did not effect the object desired, withdrew my support, and have been an advocate
for the bigger work eversince. The next point I want the Committee to consider is, Will therating
for this work stop the settlement of the district ? Now, I speak as a person who knows something
of the settlementof land, and the motives which influence people in this transaction, and I say
deliberately that if the expenditure goes on settlement will stop there. I do not care what the
other inducements are, people will not go into that district when the incurring of such enormous
obligationson their property threatens them. Mr. Higginson gives exactly the same opinion in
his report. I ask the Committee to consider what would be the position, supposing they should
decide to allow this expenditure up to £101,000 to go on. In such -an event, I ask the Committee
to consider the case of the settlers who will not be interested in the smallest degree in that work,
whether they ought not to get somerelief. I would point out that there would still remain in hand
a balance unexpended of £59,000, which will not be wanted for the work, and which, if taken
and properly invested, would go some way towards relieving these parts of the district. If it is
decided to expend the £101,000 I think it a fair claim on the part of these settlers that the remain-
ing £59,000 should be taken by the Government and invested in such a way as to reduce therates
falling on that part of the district—that is, thenorth part ofCook County. If the workis to be stopped
whereit is I would strongly advise that the whole of the money should be taken possession of by the
Government, and invested in such a way as to secure the principal and reduce therates which are
now pressing so heavily on the settlers in the district. I would ask the Committee to look into the
securities which have been taken for the £25,000 sinking fund. I have seen a list of these invest-
ments, and I am quite sure no loancompany in the colony would have advanced such sums on such
securities. Ido not believe you would find a loan company which woulddo so. If the Committee
look at them they will find I am correct in this statement.

18. Mr. Boss.] What revenue do you think the endowment of 40,000 acres would be likely to
yield ?—The best idea I can give you is this : Not long ago some small runs, of somewhat similar
quality, were put up for lease in that district, and I believe only one of them was let. They were
put up under the small-runregulations, at a valuation of ss. per acre, and lessees had only to pay
5 per cent, on that, and they were not taken up. I see Mr. Higginson puts a rental value of £500
upon the Tauwhareparae Block. Ido not think any such rental can be obtained for it; certainly
not if the district is to become liable for a loan such as this.

19. Mr. Allen.] You said a moment ago you wouldrecommend the Government to takecharge
of the unexpendedloan. Would that be with the view of carrying out the work at a future date?—
No ; with the view of securing the public creditor andrelieving the district.
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20. Your idea, I take it, is this: If the work may be considered at a future time it should be
done by fresh legislation altogether ?—Yes. I would say that at the public meetings held with
regard to the question, at Gisborne, there has been a great difference of opinion about this work.
There has been a strong protest on the part of people in Gisborne, as well as those along the coast,
against this work.

21. The Chairman.] With regard to the Government taking charge of thisunexpendedbalance,
would it not be better that the Government should refund the money and let the yearly interest
accrue, not with the view of relieving the district, but of ultimately paying the loan off?—What I
would ask for the petitioning district is that if any money be left over they would have a claim to
have that money set aside to free them from liability.

22. It appears they took £25,000 out of the loan to form a sinking fund ?—Yes. And the Act
of last session condoned this; and also authorisedthe sum of £14,941 for an old debt besides.

[Mr. Graham was proceeding to explain that the old debt was to be repaid by annual sums
from the general to the special account, when the Chairman suggested that Mr. Graham should
make a separate statement.]

23. Mr. Allen.] How much of the part of Cook County petitioning is in the rating district ?
What proportion of the whole rating district ?—I should not think it was very considerableas com-
pared with the whole rating district. It is a very sparsely settled district. Ido not suppose there
aremore than four hundred or five hundred people in it. You can easily obtain thatfrom officers
of the Board.

24. The Chairman.] Do you wish to have any witnesses examined?—l donotknow whether the
Committee would like to hear SirGeorge Whitmore or not. He is aproperty-holder in that district.

Mr. John Thomson, 8.E., Engineer to Gisborne Harbour Board, examined.
Mr. Thomson: lam Engineer to the Gisborne Harbour Board. When I came to Gisborne,

three years ago in July, I was told to make a survey of the bay and report upon the best site.
It appears there was some dissatisfaction with Sir John Coode's plan. I made the survey, and
prepared plans, and submitted them to the Board, and then I took them down to Wellington. I
was here for several days, and went over them carefully with Mr. Blackett, the Government
Engineer. I returned to Gisborne, and then I prepared a second set of plans—what is known as
the Stony Point scheme—and sent them down to Wellington, so that the Government had both
schemes before them at the same time. By-and-by we received notice that the Government had
approved of what is called the river scheme—the work we are now carrying out. When I went
to Gisborne I was told there was a great easterly drift of sand going from the west side to the
easterly side of the bay along the Waikanae Beach. When I was told this I did not believe it.
Sir John Coode's plan, in order to provide for this drift, provided for the construction of a large
viaduct, and then he intended to build a concrete wall with two arms to it, at a cost of about
£245,000, including the arms. We made sections all along, and took observations of the tidal
currents, and everything of that kind, and never got the slightest indication of any current going
in this direction. It was on this account that I pointed out there was no occasion for an open
viaduct, and advised the construction of a solid structure. The driftof the sand was in the opposite
direction to what Sir John Coode was told.

25. Mr.Whyle.] Is thedrift veryconsiderable ?—No. Compared with similar places on the west
coast of the North Island, such as Patea and Waitara, there is no drift of sand at all, comparatively
speaking. I have been onthat coast several years. I have seen it gather 14ft. high, andmake 18in.
in an hour.

26. Mr. Boss.] Can you explain why you abandoned the iron viaduct in favour of a solid
structure ? Does the change of position account for that?—Well, I took this because I wanted the
river-current to scour along the pier and keep it clear of sand.

27. Mr. Whyte.] Is there any sign of the bar shifting further out ?—No. When I went there
in 1885 thebar was further out than it is now. [Witness indicated on the map the position of the
bar at the mouth of theriver, and indicated howit had shifted. He also produced the approved
plans of the harbour work.]

28. Mr. T. Thompson.] If carried out to the extentproposed, will it be any good to shipping ?—
I do not think there is any doubt about that.

29. Mr. Whyte.] What depth of water would there be at the end of the extension ?—l3Jft. at
low water, spring-tides, on the sand, not therock; theroek is 4ft. to sft. below that.

30. Have you any reasonable expectations of the sand clearing away?—I had some soundings
made three months ago 500ft. ahead of the present works, and at only one point on the line was
there the same depth of water that there was in 1885. It varied from Ift. to 2ft. deeper, so that
the sand is clearing out.

31. Is the workalready done any good at all to the district ?—No good whatever.
32. What do you expect to gain by the extension of the works?—To allow vessels to come

alongside the wharf which have at present to be attended to by lighter. Prom 4s. 6d. to 6s. per
ton is the rate at present charged for lighterage.

33. The Chairman.] What class of steamers could come alongside the pier ?—ln a report I
made to the Board on the 12th October, 1886, I had a table indicating the approximate draughts of
vessels. These draughts were—" Manapouri," 18ft. 6in.; " Wakatipu," 17ft.; " Hawea," 12ft. 6in.;
"Penguin," 13ft.; "Australia," lift. This pier will take us out into a depth of 13ft. 6in. at
low water, spring-tide; at neap-tide there will be from 12in. to 18in. more water.

34. What is the greatestdepth of water a vessel could drawand remain at thepier in moderately
rough weather?—About 9ft. 6in. in rough w7eather at dead low water.

35. Mr. Tanner.] How, then, do you make out the "Australia" could lie alongside in such
weather as you indicate?—Hereis my report, which gives the explanation. This vessel, the " Aus-
tralia," could lie alongside the pier for 250 days in the year, because of the percentage of fine
weather.



1.—6 6

36. In moderately rough weather, then, the " Australia" could not lie at the end of the pier
at low water?—That is so.

37. Mr. Boss.] That is, at the end of the extension?—Yes; my arguments are based on the
extension.

38. Does the harbour shoal at all ?—lt does not shoal rapidly, because at the present time
we have about 12ft. close at the end of thepier.

39. At the end of the extension you get a depth of 13{7ft., and at the present end you have a
depth of 12ft.: that will be variation of 15in. for the whole extension of 1,160ft.?—The depth of
12ft. is to the bottom. The river has scoured right out to the end of the present work.

40. Is the scour of the river likely to continue as you go further out ?—Yes; but it will
diminish slowly as you go out.

41. Is this depth of 12ft. at high water?—Yes.
42. At low water what depth have you ?—At low water we have about 6ft. where we are now.
43. The Chairman.] Then there is a difference in I,oooft. of 7ft. I think it would be necessary

to tell us how far up that pier this 13Jft. would run ?—One point may be remarked: the depth of
13Jft. was the sounding taken in 1885.

44. Mr. B. Thompson.] In rough weather, I understood you to say, a vessel could not lie at the
end of thepier, but would have to be at least 200ft. in from the pier ?—I did not say so. I would
not say that, because I was allowing 4ft. more water than the vessel draws, on account of the send
of the sea.

45. Supposing a steamer was caught in a south-easter, would not the captain clear out to
Wise Head?—Yes.

46. Have you got any statistics about the south-easterly wind ? How often doesit blow in the
year ?—I have in Gisborne ; not here. I reckoned in my report to the Board that for 250 days
in the year a vessel drawing 13ft. 6in. could lie alongside the pier—that is, you know, at dead
low water.

47. Is there any other wind which blows there?—There is only oneparticular wind that brings
in any heavy sea at all. There is no continual roll, as in other harbours.

48. The Chairman.] In fine weather would a ship take any hurt if it lay in the sand?—No,
not the slightest. There is another thing :at high water there is a depth of 18ft. 3in. at the
end of the extension. The tide does not rise or fall very much within the two hours before and
after the full. Instead of calling it 18ft. 3in., call it 16ft. A vessel, then, drawing 16ft. could lie
alongside thepier for four hours.

49. Mr. Allen.] Who is responsible for the alternative plan?—I advised on the subject, and
submitted the matter to Government.

50. The Government are not responsible for the alternative plan?—They approved of it.
51. As Harbour Engineer you advised that plan?—Yes. It was submitted to Govern-

ment, and Government approved.
52. What is the main difference between the present and the original plans ?—Sir John Coode

was told there was a current of sand running along the beach in an easterly direction. We found
no current of sand going that way. Another reason w7hy the present point was chosen is that there
is a reef of rocks to the eastward of the present line of pier. This reef ofrocks acts as abreakwater
to the present pier, and breaks heavy seas, so that vessels could lie alongside this pier in safety
when they could not lie alongside an exposed pier like Napier.

53. Mr. Whytc.] Am I right in understanding that Sir John Coode's plan would be absolutely
useless unless completed entirely?—lt would be of some use without these two arms. Sir John
Coode, I may say, had no opportunity of making a thorough inspection. He was only in theplace
an hour orso.

54. Mr. Tanner.] Mr. Ormond says that, had Sir John Coode's plan been carriedout, vessels
of sufficient tonnage would be able to lie alongside to be of use to the whole of the settlers. Do
you think so ?—Yes ; there is about the samedepth as at the outer end of authorisedplan.

55. What is the extreme length of Sir John Coode's pier?—2,3ooft.
56. You proposeto go out 1,160ft. ?—Yes.
57. Mr. Boss.] Your design is what is known as the Stony Point scheme ?—Yes.
58. Did the reefs extend, under that plan, further out than in Sir John Coode's plan ?—Sir

John Coode's plan and the Stony Point plan include the reef of rocks.
59. Did the Stony Point reef of rocks extend further out than Sir John Coode's ?—Yes. [Wit-

ness indicated the positions on the map.]
60. What induced you to draw the Stony Point plan ?—Because the Stony Point work would

be in deeperwater than Sir John Coode's work.
61. Mr. Whytc.] Whereabouts will this work begin to be of use?—It will be of use when we

get 6ft. at dead low water. By spending £300,000 in continuing the present line of work we would
get 30ft. at lowwater, and would get 36ft. at high water: you would geta harbour of refuge for any
vessel.

63. Is Sir John Coode's plan a completeplan?—You could not extend it any further on account
of these wings. In the present work, if you want to get more than 20ft. or 21ft. all you have to do
is to extend it. There is one important point I would like to mention : that vessels of large draught
would be able to lie alongside the pier for four hours at high water; and I would also like to
point out the increase of depth of watersince the soundings of 1885, the increase varying from Ift.
to 2ft.

64. The Chairman?^ The construction of the work so far, you mean to say, has had the effect
of deepening the water ?—Yes. [Witness produced a sketch-plan showing the varyings in
depth.]



7 T a

65. Mr. Whyte.] Have your estimates of the progressive cost been verified?—Yes: when I
made up the accounts in April I was between £1,300 and £1,400 under my estimate—that is, to
the good.

66. Mr. Graham.] What is your estimate of the selling-value of theplant ?—The plant cost us
£15,392, exclusive of the freight.

67. Supposing a market were found for it after having taken the breakwater out to the extent
of 1,160ft. ?—You should easily get £12,000 for it. Idonot think it would be dear at thefull value,
for thepurchasers would have the benefit of the freight-charges.

68. Mr. Whyte.] Is this plant of the most modern description ?—Yes.
69. Mr. Graham.] What is your opinion with regard to public feeling in the district: is it to

stop the work?—With the exception of about four, I have never heard any one suggesting the
stopping of it.

70. Mr. Boss.] You said the Government had both plans before them—the present plan and
the Stony Point plan—at the same time. That is not quite what Mr. Higginson says. The
present plan, it would appear, was approved by the Governor in Council, and. some time elapsed
before the alternativeplan was prepared ?—Mr. Higginson got all his information from me. If the
Committee will allow me I will read two paragraphs from my report to theBoard in October, 1886,
which explain the matter : "In October last plans and specifications and a report were submitted
to the Government for approval, showing a solid breakwater beginning at the outer beacon and
going seaward for 1,800ft., thence curving towards the west for 470ft. further. This pier was con-
nected with the mainland by a light timber viaduct, and was parallel to the natural line of the
river, so that the river would sweep along the inner side, removing any silt or sand in the way. A
groin was also provided opposite Peel Street to intercept any sand coining from the west; the
intention being that this would be ultimately extended into deep water, and to be used for shipping
purposes. After these plans were sent down an alternate scheme was prepared. In this case the
workbegan about 30 chains further along the Kaiti Beach, at Stony Point. It shows a concrete
root 700ft. long at low-water mark, then runs 1,500ft. seaward in a straight line, from which it
curves to the west for 550ft., making a total of 2,050ft., with 25ft. at low water, and if carried to
2,420ft. it intersects the line of the other scheme at 23-Jft. at low water. Both these plans were
before the Government, and they selected the former, making a slight alteration on thebreakwater
line at 800ft." They were both before the Governmentbefore the present one was approved.

71. Mr. Whyte] It has been said that this sandspit has been coming forward. Is that so ?—
There was a sandspit in 1885. Then, some time ago, this spit was washed away, and thebar
came in inwards. We have had a lot of heavy weather, and this heavy weather has sent the sand
further out than it was six months ago; but the sandspit is nothing like what it was wdien I went
therefirst.

72. Sand will always make up in heavy gales?—ln 12ft. of water it is a recognised fact that
waves do not act upon the bottom.

73. As a matter of fact, has the work made the sandspit worse or better?—lt has not affected
it, practically speaking. It just comes and goesa little. The fact is, there is less sand than there
was. [Witness indicated on the map where the sand had backed up.]

74. Mr. Allen.] Is there any chance of its going overthis work?—No ; I do not think there is
the slightest prospect of its rising and going over the works.

75. Mr. Whyte.] Is the quantity of sand considerable?—Comparatively speaking, it is not.
76. Mr. Graham.] With respect to the lighterage of the larger steamerswhich couldnot go inside,

would not the lighterage be very much facilitated if this work was done ?—Yes, if we were only to
go out a few hundred feet beyond, the present works.

77. The great risk now is crossing thebar. You can avoid that altogether?—Yes : about 350ft,
morew7ould take us into 6ft. at low water, and that would be a great convenience.

Mr. A. Geaham, M.H.8., examined.
Mr. Graham: Mr. Ormond says one great objection of the people on the coast to this work

going on is because the original site—that is, the one in the Act of 1884—was not adhered to. The
schedule to thatAct states the object of the work is the construction of, at, or near, the site reported
upon by Sir John Coode. It does not say particularly it is to be Sir John Coode's plan. The whole
of the money authorised in this Act of 1884 was obtained when the loan was floated. The Board
then set to work and got an Engineer. Sir John Coode's plan was made out from data supplied
him; ho only spent some two hours in the place. Soundings were taken by the Government at
considerable expense, which were supplied to Sir John Coode ; but when we got our own Engineer
through he commencedto take soundings and make surveys again, it being considered necessary
to have this done. Ido not think Sir John Coode's plan was supplied with the idea of having it
carried out as a work at all. I have no doubt that had Sir John Coode had further data and
correct soundings given him, he would have altered his plans entirely. The Board's Engineer
found very serious discrepancies in the soundings, and found it absolutely necessary to change the
plans. Mr. Higginson refers in several places in his report to this. On page 3 he says, " Upon
comparing the soundings taken for Sir John Coode with those more recently taken by the Harbour
Engineer I find a considerable difference, denoting either that the sandy bottom is changing or
that there had been carelessness in taking them originally." As to how the site and plan were
fixed upon, Mr. Higginson goes into that fully on page 2 of his report, where he says, "Upon
the 12th May, 1885, a petition was presented to the Board, signed by two hundred residents,
praying that thebreakwatermight be approached from the lower side of the Turanganui Biver.
On the 13th October, 1885, the Engineer exhibited his sketch of the proposed harbour works to
theBoard, and was instructed to proceed to Wellington at an early date, for the purpose of obtain-
ing the approval of the Marine Department to the plans. At a meeting of the Board, on the 22nd
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December, 1885, the followingresolution was passed : ' That the alternative plan laid before the
Board (Stony Point) this evening be forwarded to the Marine Department, and that the Govern-
ment berequested to give its sanction to either plan approved at the earliest possible date.'" I
may state that the alternative plan was the plan submitted to theBoard by the Board's Engineer,
which laid the work to the eastward of Sir John Coode's work, and which would have given all the
advantages, and more than the advantages, of the latter, had it been possible to have carriedit out.

78. Mr. Whyte.] Was not some theory of the drifting of the sand found to be incorrect?—
Yes. In Sir John Coode's plan a large portion of his work was an open iron viaduct, and all that
portion of the work shown as far as the wings. Sir John Coode's plan was to allow the drifting
of the sand from the west towards the east. It was found there was not the slightest drift of
sand in that direction; in fact, the sand was going in a different way altogether. Another point I
would like to call attention to is this : Sir John Coode's plan for £196,000 only provided for the
work without the wings. With the wings the estimated cost was about £260,000. Without the
wings the work would have been practically useless, according to Sir John Coode's own admission
in his report. I was going to show how this site was fixed. The site was fixed by the Govern-
ment Engineer. Two plans were submitted to him—both schemes are shown in the sketch plan
attached to Mr. Higginson's report. I would just call the attention of the Committee to that por-
tion of Mr. Higginson's report dealingwith the fixing of the site, which shows that the plan was
fixedby the GovernmentEngineer. Mr. Higginson says, " The foregoing extracts from the corres-
pondence willshow that the Board used every endeavour to have the most suitable site fixedupon."
I would like to call attention particularly to this because the impression has got abroad that the
Board fixed the site with the Board's Engineer. Referring to Mr. Higginson's report, on page 2,
we find that, "Upon the 29th October, 1886, the Board wrote to the Minister, Marine Depart-
ment, intimating that, as their Engineer had prepared plans differing somewhat from Sir John
Coode's, they sent their Engineer with them to Wellington, where he was informed that it would
be unnecessary to consult Sir John on the matter, provided that the Minister was satisfied.
These plans were left in Wellington, and ultimately approvedby the Governor in Council. As it
was some time before this was done, theEngineer prepared an alternative plan of a breakwater,
now known as the ' Stony Point plan.' The department did not consider that this possessed
advantages overthe first, which had been authorised in December ; and the Board, being satisfied
with the scheme, began work at once, and have expended—at that date—about £20,000 on
railway, plant, wharf, viaduct, and block-yard. On the 14th September, upon the requisition of
Mr. W. L. Eees and others, a public meeting was held to protest against the breakwater being
built on the authorised site, and to advocate its construction at Stony Point. A committee was
formed, with Mr. W. L. Bees as chairman, who waited on the Board and laid their views before
them. The Board agreed to ask Messrs. Blackett, Goodall, and Napier Bell, with their own
Engineer, Mr. John Thomson, to consult as to the best site for the breakwater; but, before doing
so, decided to lay the matter before Mr. Blackett to see if he considered there were sufficient
grounds for making the change, and instructed their Engineer to draw up areport stating the rela-
tiveadvantagesof the two sites. This waslaid before the Boardat their meetingon the 12th October,
while at the same meeting Mr. Eees's committee sentin a documentformulating theirviews. Before
submitting the latter to Government, the Board asked their Engineer to report to them on the
' objections and suggestions.' This was done in accordance with the following resolution of the
Board: ' That the report of the committee of the public meeting, and objections, be referred to the
Engineer to consider and report thereon; and that the Engineer's report, along with the copy of
objections, be forwardedto the Governor with a request that if sufficient cause be shown the Gover-
nor willsanction the reconsideration by a consulting engineer of the several schemes of a break-
water.' I now enclose these three documents, with the object of asking if Mr. Blackett considers
there are sufficient grounds for annulling the anthorised plan in favour of Stony Point; and, if so,
does he think it! necessary to call in Messrs. Goodall and Bell?' The reply received from the
Marine Department in answer, dated 29th November, 1886, was as follows : ' I have the honour,
by direction of the Minister having charge of this department, to acknowledge thereceipt of your
letter of the 29th ultimo, submitting to the Government the proposal which has been made to the
Board that the Gisborne breakwater should be constructed at Stony Point instead of at the site
approved by the Governor in Council; and, in reply, I am to state that the Government, after
having carefullyconsidered the matter, see no reason for agreeing to the proposed change of site.' "
The Government absolutely refused to sanction any change of site.

79. Mr. Boss.] The plan upon which the work was constructed was originally furnished to the
department by your Engineer ?—The present plan was submitted, and also an alternativeplan for
works further to the eastward, which would, if carriedout, have been betteras a harbour of refuge
than the works as laid down in Sir John Coode's plan.

80. The present plan was submitted to the Marine Department and approved by the Governor
in Council; then, afterwards, you submitted the alternative plan—the Stony Point plan? Mr.
Higginson says that "upon the 29th October, 1886, the Board wrote to the Minister, Marine De-
partment, intimating that, as their Engineer had prepared plans differing somewhat from Sir John
Coode's, they sent their Engineer with them to Wellington." " Theseplans were left in Wellington,
and ultimately approved by the Governor in Council. As it was some time before this was done,
the Engineerprepared an alternative plan of abreakwater, nowknown as the 'StonyPoint plan'" ?—
The Government had this alternative plan known as Stony Point before them before they agreed to
the present plan.

81. We would not gather this from that report?—That is so; though, with reference to the
fixing of the site, there was a report as to the relative merits of the two sites by the Engineer.

82. The Chairman.] Anything the E.ngineer can give, I think it would be better to leave to
him. You can bring that out from him in evidence ?—Mr. Ormond seems to think the only ad-
vantage to be derived from the spending of this £40,000 now asked for in theBill would be to allow
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the " Australia "to come in. Ido not think he puts the advantages quite fairly in that way, nor
do I think Mr. Higginson puts the increased accommodationquite fairlyin one portion of his re-
port. He presumes that the " Australia," which only draws lift., would require 15ft. of water
alongside the pier. Erom what I can gather, even from Mr. Higginson's own report, vessels draw-
ing considerably more than the " Australia" could, for an additional expenditure of £40,000, come
in and lie alongside this breakwater—vessels even drawing 16ft. to 17ft.—by waiting for high
water.

83. Mr. B. Thompson.] Is it not arock bottom?—lt is a sand bottom just now, and below the
sand it is flat papa rock. The present depth is 6|ft. on the bar at high waterand 2ft. at low w7ater;
so that thereis a very great difference between 2ft. at low water and 15ft. at low water, as this
extension would give us, provided the sand disappears, as all the Engineers have said it will.

Mr. Boss : For the expenditure of £101,000 it is 18-J-ft. on the sand and 17ft. on the rock.
Mr. Graham: The advantageswould be very much more than allowing the " Australia " to

come in now and again, as Mr. Ormond would presume. Practically, with that depth of 14ft. or
15ft. at low water, we could get all our cargo landed alongside the breakwater and save lighterage.

84. Mr. Tanner.] Supposing this work were carriedout, would the Union Company's steamers
trading to that coast be able to use that wharf ?—Which ones ?

85. The " Botomahana," for instance?—No; they draw more water than that. It would
enable some of them, but not the larger class—the " Australia," " Suva," " Hawea," and
"Taupo," for instance. These are the class of vessels which do the bulk of the trade with
Napier now. The principal part of the cargo is carried by these boats. I may say that it is
confidently anticipated the sand will all disappear, and thus give a depth of 17ft. to the
rock at low water. The advantage would be this: that all the cargo for the place could be
landed direct on the wharf, and the exports similarly shipped direct, and a lighterage would thus
be saved of from ss. to 6s. per ton, which is the present rate. Stock we cannotship at all justnow,
except at the prohibitive freights of 3s. per headforsheep and£2 10s. for cattle ; and then you have
to bear therisk of lighterage—shipping the stock firstly into the lighter and then from the lighter
on board the vessel lying in an openroadstead. The trade in stock is one of theprincipal trades we
look forward to, and, at present, with the high freights and risk of lighterage, the development of the
trade is seriously crippled, and, in fact, absolutely prevented. The depth mentioned would allow
stock steamers to come inside and load. Then, as to the frozen-meat trade, greater facilities would
be afforded. At present the district is practically shut out from the trade in frozen meat, for which
it is specially adapted, on account of the difficulties of lighterage. An extension of the work as
proposed would overcome this, and give the same facilities for transhipping into the Home vessels
as they now have in Napier, or even to have the meat sent to Napier for transhipment at a small
cost.

86. Mr. B. Thompson.] I wonder you did not put this question to Mr. Ormond. He said that
would bo of no use at all ?—Mr. Ormond was not very well up in a lot of his figures. This report
of Mr. Higginson's, I may say, requires to be read very carefully over. Some extracts taken from
it will no doubt appear very damaging, but I ask the Committee to read it over and consider the
matter as a whole. There is another point, as to the sum of £14,961, Mr. Ormond referred to. One
portion of that is an overdraft authorised by the Act of last session. That amount is to be repaid
in annual instalments; it is a loan from the special account to the general account.

87. Mr. Boss.] How was that incurred?—There was an overdraft of the previous Board
before the loan was floated. It was incurred in making wharfs and other such works, and some of
it was for interest advanced, so as to save rating the district.

88. It was never legalised till last session then ?—No. With respect to the Crown and Native
lands, it was, as I understood, distinctly promised by the Government last session, that, in repealing
the Crown and Native Lands BatingBill, it would not affect bodies in receipt of these rates who had
in any way pledged these rates. They would, as I understand, have to be paid in a case of this
sort, as these rates form part of the security under the loan.

89. The Chairman.] You do not desire to convey to the Committee this impression : that the
rates derivable by your district from the Crown and Native lands formed part and parcel of the
security givenfor the moneyraised by loan in the London market ?—ln this way : that the security
was theBoard's power to rate overa certain area, includingthese lands.

90. It might have been stated in the prospectus as security for the payment of interest ?—I
cannot say; I do not think therewas any special mention made of Crown and Native lands in the
prospectus, but they were included in the Board's calculations of revenue, submitted with the
prospectus.

Section 16 of the Act of 1884, referring to this security of debentures, was read.
The Chairman : I do not think we need discuss this further, because it is so ridiculous.
Mr. Graham : Except for this, Mr. Chairman, that the people of the district, when they voted

for the loan, looked upon this as a source of revenue, and a source of revenue they had reasonable
grounds for supposing would be always available.

91. The Chairman.] This only brings forward the questionwhether the House would be bound
to provide an amount equal to the rates. As a matterof fact, have the rates under the Crown and
Native Lands Bating Act formed part of the revenue of the Board?—Yes, they have. I
believe lam correct in stating so. I have always understood thatit was so. Mr. Ormond stated,
he believed, it was his opinion that if the matter were put to the district just nowa majority of the
ratepayers, even in the central part of the district, leaving thosealong the coast out of the question,
would be in favour of stopping the works. I am perfectly certain Mr. Ormond is mistaken. I
believe, in the whole district, three-fourths of the ratepayerswould be in favour of going on with the
work, because they believeit would be of importance to the place if carried out to completion.
With reference to the discussions on the Board, and the newspaper reports of meetings, I may

2—l. 6.
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mention that one paper is kept going for the purpose af running down the harbour. It publishes
the most fallacious and absurd accounts of the Board's meetings, and the people generally take not
the slightest notice of what this paper says. There are two other papers published in the place,
and if the Committee w7ould wish to see the reports I will produce them.

The Chairman : I do not suppose membersof the Committee see any of these papers.
Mr. Graham: This paper has been circulated, I know, amongst members who are known to

be opposed to the work.
92. Mr. Boss.] I see by Mr. Higginson's report that the Board had power to levy a harbour

rate on Crown and Native lands; how about these petitions from Cook County ?—I just got a
glance at them when they came before the Petitions Committee. I did not read, them through.
I saw a number of Native signatures. To the best of my belief there is not a single Native that
pays rates on the coast. I would like the petitions to be submitted to the secretary to the Board,
and he will be able to state the number of ratepayerswhose names appear on them. With respect
to the statement made by Mr. Ormond that the " Australia" already trades to the ports alongthe
coast where the petititioners reside, andthat the work could be of no possible advantage to these
people, I think he is in error there. If Gisbornewere able to accommodate inside vessels of the size
of the "Australia," or larger, these petitioners trading with Gisborne would save the cost of
lighterage, and get their goods considerably cheaper than they do at present. As a matter of
fact, the principal part of the settlement up there just nowis by Napier people—Mr. Ormond,
Sir George Whitmore, and Mr. Williams—and they deal, naturally, with Napier, getting their wool,
&c, shipped there ; they do not deal with Gisborne. Taking generally the settlement of the
country into consideration, if the Gisborne port were madeto accommodatevessels of the size men-
tioned it would eventually be a considerablesaving to thepeople generally on the coast. It would
enable them to get their freights at a considerable saving on the present rates. It does not
make any difference to these three gentlemen just now, but I believe it would eventually benefit
them.

93. Mr. Tanner.] Do you assume that these three gentlemen only signed the petitition
against it ?—No.

94. These other residents to whom you refer, have they not signed the petition against it ?—
We will see when we got the petitions.

95. Have you seen the petition against it ?—I saw it for a moment. I did notexamine it very
carefully. There is another point: If the Government step in now and stop the work which was
authorised by them, which has been so far carried out, and which (I contend it has not been proved
otherwise) would, if carried out to a certain depth, prove of very great benefit to the place, and be
the means of increasing therevenue of theBoard ; it places the Board in a very awkward position
indeed.

96. The Chairman.] You mean, to say it would give to the people of Gisborne a claim upon
the colony which now does not exist ?—lt would place the Board in a very peculiar position. The
Government authorise certain works, the works are carried out in a very efficient and economical
way—a fact which cannot be denied—and they are going on with an authorised loan to a point
which the Government has already approved of, when the works are stopped by the vetoing of
further expenditure.

97. Why do yourequire to come to the House at all ?—Because last year, when ths Amend-
ment Act was brought in, two clauses were inserted, limiting the expenditure to £65,000, in order
that areport might be made.

98. Mr. Whyte.] You say that the expenditure was limited to £65,000 in order that an
impartial report might be obtained; if thisimpartialreport isin favour of spending the extra £40,000,
then the issue is before us?—Yes. . There is no reasonableness in this matter as to the harbour of
refuge. It is a preposterous idea that the Cook County is able to provide a harbour of refuge for the
whole colony. What was wanted was a work for the requirements of the district's own trade, and
that will bo obtained if the expenditure of £101,000 be made. They will get all that they are practi-
cally entitled to, and what they ought, in my opinion, only to have asked for in the first instance.
If it be any advantage to the district to have a harbour of refuge it can be made by extending the
present work to 30ft. or 35ft. This would cost only £10,000 more than Mr. Higginson's schemefor a
harbour of refuge.

99. Mr. Allen.] You say the district is not called upon to make a harbour of refuge?—l do not
say whether they are or not. I think it is out of their power.

100. Was it not, in thepreamble of the Act, stated that that was one of the objects of the loan ?
[Mr. Allen read the preamble, as already given.] That is the preamble to the Act, and on that
they borrowed the money. They have departed altogether from that ?—I say it was absurd to
expect the district to do anything of the sort.

101. Mr. Thompson.] According to your argumentit would come to this : The Gisborne people
borrowed the money under false pretences?—I do not know, lam sure. My own individual opinion
is that they could not have undertaken such a work; it was far too much for the district.

102. Mr. Whyte.] No sum under £300,000 or £400,000 would supply a harbour of refuge ?—
About that sum would be required.

103. Would any sea-captain go in here in rough weather? would he not go round the East
Cape?—Certainly he would keep out to sea or go round the East Cape.

The Chairman : I do not think that question is before us.
104. Mr. Whyte.] As to these investments?—The secretary has got a full statement of these

securities. Ido not take the same view as Mr. Ormond in regard to them. I know the districts
well in which these securities are, and I feel certain that there are lenders who would be willing to
take over the Board's securities, and that within three months. lam perfectly confident of that.
There is a hotel security which I do not think should have been taken. I think this class of
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security should not have been taken; but, as a hotel security, it is a good one. The amount of
the loan is, I think, £3,500. The land alone, exclusive of buildings and improvements, is worth
about £3,000.

105. Mr. Allen.] Who appointed the Sinking Fund Commissioners?—The Board appointed
them. Another point: If the Committee has the Bill before them they will observe the Bill seeks
power to invest the funds not expended on works.

Thursday, 19th July, 1888.
Mr. J. Thomson further examined.

106. The Chairman.] Have you ascertained how far the depth of water at the end of the
extension will be maintained along the pier?—The depth of water 370ft. back from end of the
1,160ft. extensionwould be 12ft.

107. Mr. Whyte.] Is that to the sand, or to the rock ?—To the sand.
108. Is there any reasonable probability of that sand disappearing?—As far as we have gone

with the work the sand has been scouring out all the way.
109. Will the scour continue all the way as you go out?—The scour will decrease slowly.
110. Is it probable that you will get a depth to the rock ?—No. I think, however, we shall get

2ft. more than I have given in my report.
111. The Chairman.] In 370ft., then, there is a difference in depth of ljft.?—Yes.
112. What is the length of the " Australia" ?—I do not know.
113. Mr. Boss.] How do you expect it will scour below 13ft. if no wash is exercised below

12ft. ?—I do not think there is any prospect of its shoalingup.
114. Mr. Whyte.] Idonot think you understand what Mr. Boss is driving at. How do you

expect the scour to continue when the wave-power will not exercise an influence ?—By the body of
water from the river being confined by the breakwater.

115. Mr. Boss.] Is there a large volume of water in the river ?—There is a large tidal body.
116. Is there any basin behind ?—From the tworivers at the back. The Taruheru and Waimata

unite, forming the Tauranganui.
117. Mr. Whyte.] On the question of the harbour of refuge : Can a harbour of refuge be con-

structed at this point as cheaply as at any other of the proposed points ?—Yes. You would not get
deep water so soon.

118. But for the same amount of money approximately ?—You would get it sooner on this site
than on the Stony Point site.

119. Mr. Boss.] Would you get it as soon as by Sir John Coode's plan?—By Sir John Coode's
plan you do not get an increasing depth at all. It is a complete w7ork in itself.

120. By his plan would it cost as much to construct a harbour of refuge as by your plans ?—
Sir John Coode's plan is estimated to cost £245,000. By an expenditure of £300,000 a depth would
be attained on the present authorised site of 30ft. to the sand.

121. Mr. Whyte.] Can you construct a harbour of refuge on your present plans as cheaply as
on Sir John Coode's plans ?—Yes.

122. Mr. Tanner.] We weretoldby Mr. Ormond the loan wasraised on the distinct contract for a
particular work. Can you tell me what that work was? Is it that plan ? Because thecontention
was raised that the plan was departed from?—l do not know what the loan was raised upon.
I think the Act says, at or near the site. There is one point, that Sir John Coode'splan was never
approved by Government—it was merely what you might call a suggestion.

The Chairman: The Engineer has already explained to us that Sir John Coode's sugges-
tion was made on information given him at the time, which was subsequently found to be
incorrect.

Mr. Boss : That only applies to the openwork.
The Chairman : Just so.
Witness : I might say I have had a good deal of connection with seafaring matters.
123. Mr. Boss.] Were you employed as engineer in the Old Country?—Yes, at the Belfast

Harbour works. I graduated at Queen's University as Bachelor in Civil Engineering. [Witness
produced his certificate of degree at Queen's University; and also certificate of " Companion as
Only Mate," and indenture of five years' apprenticeship at sea from 1863.]

Mr. William Sievweight examined.
Mr. Sievwright: lam Chairman of the Gisborne Harbour Board.
124. The Chairman.] We w7ant to get information, Mr. Sievwright,as to how far the House will

be justified in allowing the Board to expend a further sum of £40,000 ?—I should say the first reason
would be that if this is not done the works at present constructed would be of no use—we should
have to rate ourselves, perhaps, a little less to pay for what is of no benefit to us ; w7hereas, if the
works were extended to the distance proposed, they would be useful for shipping, though we might
have to rate ourselves a little more, and we would be able to derive a revenue from the extended
works.

125. What wouldbe the amount of dues you would receive in consequence of the extension ?—
That is a little difficult to arrive at. Upon an estimate, if we exacted a moderate charge for ton-
nage, we should get £2,000 per annum from tonnage-ratesand increased wharfage-dues.

126. Mr. Whyte.] Would there not be a very large trade created in stock if they could be put
on board the steamers without lightering ?—A very considerable trade ; because at present it is an
extremelydifficult matter to ship stock. They get dreadfully bashed about on the boat, and often
the tide does not allow of their getting off at the time; and they are taken backward and forward,
and then perhsfps have to be put out in the fields.
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127. Is it not a fact that stock which would otherwise go to the Auckland or Napier markets
has now to be sold to the people resident in the district at a very low price ?—lt is a fact that
stock is practically unsaleable, because they cannot get them away.

128. The Chairman.] You estimated the annual revenue at £2,000. At whatrate per ton.would
you levy dues so as to get that sum ?—I would take it that the tonnage-dues would not exceed half
the statutory rates as set forth in the Act of 1878. I think it is 6d.

129. You thought you could get this £2,000 by charging how much ?—Something like 2d. per
ton on the tonnage.

130. You think there would be so many dues chargeable as to raise £2,000 at 2d. per ton ?—
Well, I hardly think that would do it. It would have to be more than that.

131. Mr. Graham.] Do you not include in that estimate of £2,000 an increased charge in
wharfage?—Yes; I include the revenuefrom increased wharfage.

132. The Chairman.] What is the charge per ton for goods that the traders and mercantile
community of Gisborne have to pay now in consequence of vessels having to lie away from the
pier?—They have got wharfage-dues of 2s. 6d. to pay; and they pay a lighterage of from 4s. 6d.
to 6s. per ton.

133. To what extent will they save by carrying out this work?—They would save the whole
of the lighterage-fees, because unless we increase our wharfage-dues there wouldbe nothing else to
charge them for.

134. Have the merchants to pay at present 6s. per ton outside the wharfage-dues of 2s. 6d. ?—
Yes.

135. Can you give the Committee any information as to the number of tons of goods landed
per annum?—I confess I cannot do that. I fancy the only way to obtain that informationwould
be through the Customhouse.

136. Supposing this extension ismade, to what extent will it benefit the objectors to this work—
those people living in the north part of Cook County ?—Well, it seems to me it will benefit them
in this way:'that it will, I think, be a considerable means of inducing the settlement of the
country, and every acre of land taken up there necessarily enhances the value of the more distant
portions of it.

137. Do you not think that the imposition of the maximum rate will retard settlement?—I
believe not. The settlers, I believe, are almost universally in favour of the work, and would be
quite willing to pay; but they do not think, in the present circumstances of the county, they should
be asked to pay more than -Jd. and Id. If the times had not been so very depressed, they would
not have thought much about it. That is the way they put it.

138. What is your interpretation of the Act as to the maximumrate?—I have always held it to
be 2d. for the town and Id. for the country.

139. Have you take any legal opinion on that question ?—I believe a legal opinion has been
taken.

140. Mr. Allen.] If the people knew that a rate of Id. and 2d. were likely to be imposed, would
they object to the work going on ?—I believe the people would object to pay more than fd. and Id.;
but they say they are perfectly willing to allow the work to go on as far as the fd. and Id. rate will
allow.

141. Have you made any estimate as to theexpenditureandreceipts ?—We have had the matter
repeatedly before the Board.

Mr. Allen: I suppose the secretary will give us that.
142. Mr. Tanner!] Is therate now being raised paid as interest on the whole of the loan ?—

The rate raised just now cannot pay interest on the whole of the loan, but we have considerable
revenue from the money invested and otherwise.

143. Mr. Allen.] Supposing this £40,000 were expended, would you then expect your income to
be such that you would not have to increase the rate ?—Yes.

144. How?—Well, we have a valuable endowment to begin with, for which we get nothing at
present, but which ought to yield considerable revenue.

145. Howmuch do you expect to get from it ?—For a moderate expenditure in opening up the
block by roads, it should bo worth£30,000. We ought at least to get 6d. per acre—that is, £1,100 a
year—for it.

146. Mr. B. Thompson.] I understand that no one w7ould take up similar blocks of land in the
district when offered?—The blocks recently let under the small grazing-run system were all taken
up ; but they are very rough blocks, and not at all to be compared with the endowment block we
have got. We hadtwoof thebest men in theplace sent out to examine this block, and theybrought
up a report which surprised most of us.

•147. How have you not let it ?—Because there is no road to connect with it.
148. How are you going to get a road?—We hope this Barliament is going to be liberal enough

to give us a road.
149. The Chairman.] You expect to get £2,000 extra revenue from the extension. I see by

your general account you received £2,000 only from wharfage-dues. If you only received £2,000 for
wharfage-dues, how do you expect £2,000 extra from the tonnage-dues for vessels lying at the
wharf ?—I do not quite understand that. lam going, I maysay, upon suchinformation as merchants
—experts in the matter—have stated. You can see quite wellthat if the merchants are to save a
lighterage of 6s. per ton they can very well afford to pay a much higher wharfage-rate.

150. Mr. Boss.] You arc charging the maximumrate now?—I do not think so.
Mr. Boss : Oh, yes ! you are. You cannot charge more than 2s. 6d.
152. The Chairman.] You forget this : The merchants may gain to the extent you have men-

tioned ; but when it becomes a question of raising arate over the whole district it is not the merchants
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who will have to pay. The mere fact of merchants telling you such things is not evidence, as they
are interested parties in saving so much per ton upon theirgoods ?—The merchants say they would
readily pay higher wharfage-rates if they were saved lighterage.

153. Mr. Allen.] Mr. Higginson estimates that in five years' time you will have a deficiency of
£8,445 ?—What w7e propose to do is to ask Parliament to allow us to spend £40,000, so as to bring
this work to a useful distance. All we have got to provide is the interest on the £40,000, which
will be about £2,000. To raise the money we ask to be allowedto invest the unexpended balance
of £60,000. The rate we levy now can pay interest on £100,000. The loan is £200,000. We
have deposited in the bank £105,000, and w7e have £25,000 as a guarantee reserve sinking fund.
We have spent £59,000 upon works, and the balance is necessarily what we wouldhave to spend.

154. Mr. B. Thompson.] What interest do you get on this £105,000?—On one deposit of
£85,000 we are getting 4|- per cent, from the Union Bank.

155. What interest do you pay on the loan?—Five per cent. The guarantee sinking fund is
invested differently by sinking-fund commissioners, and is realising something like 6\ per cent.

156. Mr. Tanner.] You have said that if £40,000 more wereexpended it would meana trifling
addition to the rates?—It might; Ido not say it would. Supposing the trade of the district does
not increase much, and settlement does not progress, it might involve a trifling addition.

157. What do you call a trifling addition ?—lf we stop now we would have a fraction less than
£d. and Id., and if we go on we might have a fraction more than that. The question is, is the
district prepared to pay a fraction more than fd. and Id. to get some accommodation, orpay a
fraction less than that to get no accommodation ?

158. The Chairman.] The Act, according to my reading, will not allow you to levy more than
id. and Id.?—l cannot say that.

159. Mr. Tanner.] If this pier were extended as far as £40,000 would carry it, you would be
able, you say, to ship a large quantity of stock ?—I have no doubt we would.

160. What size of vessels can you ship stock in ?—I think the depth of water would allow of
vessels this the " Omapere," the " Ohau," the " Australia," and " Suva " going alongside the pier.

161. Are they large enough to carry stock ?—Yes.
162. How many feet do they draw?—l cannot say exactly. The " Ohau " and " Omapere "

draw very little wyater : they are larger vessels than the " Australia " or " Suva," but they are of
light draught.

163. It is only contended that vessels of the size of the " Australia " would be able to lie
alongside the wharf if it were extended?—Generally speaking, vessels of the size of the Union
Company's smaller steamers.

164. Would vessels of the size of the " Australia " be equal to the requirements of the stock
trade ?—Yes.

165. The Chairman.] Do you know the gross amount actually paid for lighterage ?—I cannot
say. Our Secretary will give you that information.

165a. The " Australia " is about the only boat you have trading to Gisborne ?—We have also
the " Suva," the " Omapere," and the " Ohau."

166. Could these boats lie at the pier if this extension wrere made ?—I think so, in ordinary
weather.

167. Have you seen these petitions presented against the passing of the Bill?—I have not seen
them. I have heard of them, though.

168. Are you able to say, looking at this petition [produced], whether the signatures are those
of persons who are ratepayers?—[Petition examined by witness.] I should say that all here are
ratepayers except the Natives. Ido not think the Natives are ratepayers.

169. Why do you think the Natives are notratepayers?—l signed the rate-roll as Chairman of
theBoard, and I have no recollection of seeing Native names on it.

170. Here is another petition. [Produced.] Will you examine that?—I see a number of Native
names here. I can hardly say whether the names are those of ratepayers or not. Our Secretary
willbe able to tell you, no doubt. I should like to say this : There has been considerable trouble
about this harbour question, but I think the opposition that has been made to it has been of an
insignificant character, and I do not think the community have taken any part in it at all,

171. Is it not a fact that some of themembers of yourBoard arestrongly opposed to the further
prosecution of this work?—They are now; they were not at one time. I have stated in the Board
plainly that that divergenceof opinion arose from one point. We were always unanimous as to the
plans and carrying-out of the works up to a certain stage, when the Boardresolved to construct the
work by labour under the superintendence of the Engineer. From that time the members who
wished to have the work done by contract w7ent into opposition, and have persistently obstructed
since.

172. Mr. T. Thompson.] Then your Board is dividedamongst themselves?—Unfortunately so.
173. The Chairman.] Did not one of the members of yourBoard sayat apublic meetingrecently,

" We must tell the Government plainly, if we do not get some assistance we must stop at the end
of the year"? Then another gentleman, Mr. Matthewson, said, " That is not what the ratepayers
voted for. The present scheme is proved to be only an abortion, and the soonerit is stoppedthe less
weshall have to pay for a useless thing" ?—Ican only say that Mr. Matthewson and Mr. Dixon are
the two men who proposed and seconded that the present plan should be giveneffect to.

174. Then, again, Mr. Chambers says, "It is plain that all the money upon which we could
pay rates would be exhausted by the end of the year. If we went on we might spoil the river. I
am not in favour of shutting dow7n the w7orks altogether, but, still, we shall have to stop if there is
no assistance given."

Mr. Sievwright: May I ask what you are reading from ?
The Chairman: lamreading from a report of a public meeting held some time in May, as

published in the Poverty Bay Independent.
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Mr. Sievwright: Miserable rag !
175. The Chairman.] Did these gentlemen make these statements?—I simply say the paper

lies all round as to harbour matters.
176. You are reported to have said, " The only thing was that if the Board was stuck up for

money before getting into 14ft. they must urge the Government to assist them"?—l do not think I
ever made such a statement. I always emphatically said from the first, however, that we ought to
go to the Government for assistance.

177. Mr. Tanner.] What did you mean by that?—l meant this: that, considering how little
public money had been spent in the district, I thought the district had a veryfair claim for special
consideration from Parliament.

178. The Chairman.] In another portion of this report Mr. Matthewson isreported to have
addressed you thus:" Do you contend that, after all our trouble, expense, and struggling, w7e must
be content with 14ft. of water ? Even if we get that it willneverbe safe, except in calm weather"?—
Do not give any weight to what appears in that paper. I say deliberately that that paper mis-
reports what is said. I say it systematically misrepresents what takes place.

179. Has it been contradicted?—Well, it is looked upon as not worth contradiction.
180. A member of theBoard further states, "It is agreed on all sides that we are not able to

bear the heavy rate, much less a heavier one ; and the only thing is to hang the workup at once'' ?—■
I think the Secretary will show you from the statement I asked him to prepare that that is not the
true position.

181. Mr. B. Thompson.] Supposing the works were stopped at the present point, would a
small steamerbe able to go alongside,andloadand dischargecargo?—Certainlynot. The works just
now are nearly alongside thebar, and areright into broken water. We have got to cross the broken
water; and unless we do that and get into deeper water, the works will be absolutely of no use.

182. Mr. Tanner.] Is it not a fact that no vessel could lie alongside the pier and discharge
and take in cargo only in perfectly calm weather ?—I do not think so; but any person acquainted
with nautical matters can perfectly see that if this breakwater was put out there must be a wash of
the sea round the point, and so cause a rising and fallingof the steamer moored to thepier. If the
swell was heavy she would, of course, have to loosen moorings and clear off altogether. The only
wind which causes a heavy swell is the south-east wind. Only an enclosed harbour could avoid
that.

Mr. Boss : The Engineer has said he considered there would be 250 days in the year on which
vessels could discharge and take in cargo alongside the pier.

Mr. Haeby Paslet Higginson, M.lnst.C.E., examined.
Mr. Higginson : I am a civil engineer resident in Wellington. I made a report, at the

request of the Government, on the Gisborne Harbour works.
183. The Chairman.] The Committeewould like to hear from you, Mr. Higginson, a kind of

epitomised statement with regard to the present position of the works, and your opinion as to the
propriety of the House authorising a further expenditure of £40,000 to carry out the work to the
1,160ft. line ?—When I made my report I made norecommendationwhatever; I simply reported the
facts as I found them. My opinion is that it would certainly be a great pity to stop the wTorks at
present, because no advantage whatever is gained from the money that has been spent. If the
work is not continued, the £60,000 or £70,000 already spent will have been simply thrown into the
sea, because the work has only arrived at such a point that it is of no advantage for improving the
bar, and of no use for shipping.

184. Mr. Tanner.] Do you think an adequate advantage would be gained by expending the
£40,000 ?—Yes; they will have 13ft. or 14ft. at the end on the sand, and that depth may be
increased by the scour along the wall.

185. The Chairman.] Do you think the scour will have any effect at the extreme end of the
wall ?—No, I do not think it will.

186. The effects of the tidal current will decrease as you get further out ?—Yes.
187. You think it may be felt as far as 1,160ft. ?—I think it will.
188. Mr. Tanner.] What would be the rise and fall of the wave alongside the breakwater ?—

All the ship authorities agree that there should be from 3ft. to 4ft. under a vessel's keel.
189. Does therise and fall of the tide regulate the wave-motion?—No ; that simply depends

on the size of therollers. In deep water it is likely to be more than in shallow : 4ft. or sft. is a
very large swell, and is equal to Bft. or 10ft. measured from trough to crest of wave. It takes a
very heavy sea to cause that. I think that oft. would be the limit there.

190. If anything like sft. it would notbe safe for a vessel drawing more than 9ft. of water to
be there ?—No. The vessel's berth would be under the lee of the work, I may say, and the rise
and fall of the wave would not be so much as it would be outside.

191. Mr. Boss.] The waves and south-east wind strike thebreakwater diagonally ?—Yes.
192. Mr. Tanner.] The wave would go round the corner at the end of the pier?—Yes, to a

certain extent.
193. The seas there arenot so heavy as in Hawke's Bay ?—I should not think so.
194. Mr. Whyte.] Do you think there is any reasonable probability of the sand shoaling up

along the line of wall?—I do not think so. My opinionis there is very little sand deposited there.
195. Mr. Tanner.] Did you ascertain in what direction the sand was drifting?—l am under

the impression the sand travels westwards along the beach.
196. I should say very little sand travelled towards the east side of the breakwater ?—This

beach all the way along to the island is papa rock, and there is very little sand there.
Mr. Allen produced plan showing varyings in soundings since 1885, and Mr. Higginson was

questioned as to a " hump " which had arisen off the end of the pier. He gave it as his opinion that
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this " hump " was the result of the waves striking on the bar. Mr. Thomson was recalled to fix
the position of this " hump," which, he stated, was about 450ft. from the commencement of the
works.

In answer to Mr. Allen, Mr. Higginson said the deepening at the point indicated by Mr. Allen
on the map had nothing to do with the work. The bottom there was always altering in depth in
consequence of fine orrough weather. It was too far off to be affected by the work.

197. Mr. Boss.] Apart from the financial view, do you think it desirable to continue the works
from an engineering point of view?—lt was from an engineering point of view I spoke previously.
My opinion is, theworksareof no use whateverat present. They arenoteven of any usein improving
the bar. If extendeda certain distancethey willprobably improve the bar, andenable them to work
vessels by lighters or at the end of the wharf. My impression is that these works will improve
the bar so that a vessel may enter even in rough w7eather.

198. Mr. Allen.] In your estimates of receipts and expenditure on page 7of your report you say
an increased rate will be necessary ?—Yes; unless trade increases sufficiently to give enough re-
venue.

The Chairman here brought up the question as to the maximum rate which the Board could
levy, and suggested the Committee should obtain the opinion of the Solicitor-General on the
question. The suggestion was agreed to.

199. Mr. Allen.] Can you give any evidence as to the feeling of the people with regard to the
increasedrate ?—They certainlythink the present rate is more than they bargained for. There
are people over a large areaof the county w7ho never use the harbour at all, and are very bitter
against the work.

200. The Chairman.] To what extent, as far as your knowledge extends, will these works
benefit the people in the north part of Cook County?—Well, considering the state of the roads, and
the fact that there are no railways, the benefits will not extend veryfar.

201. It has been stated by Mr. Ormond that the vessels which could lie alongside the wharf
are just nowtrading to the parts of district in the north of Cook County : is thatso?—Yes.

202. So far as these people up there are concerned, then, this work would be of no further
benefit to them ?—Not to the people in the outer districts.

203. The only benefit they might get would be if ships of considerable tonnagew7ould load wool
there ?—Yes : if they sent their wool down they could ship it direct.

204. What we are to understand is that, outside of your report, you give your professional
opinion that if the works are stopped nowthey w7ould bo entirely useless, and if extended to a dis-
tance of 1,160ft. theywill give some facilities to the townspeople?—Yes.

205. Also, if the funds were available, it is work you would recommend to be done ?—Yes ;
looking at the matter in its present position.

206. Mr. Tanner.] You do not think the additional £40,000 would be wasted ?—No, I do not
think so.

207. The Chairman.] That is not taking into consideration the financial aspect of the question?
—No.

John Boueke examined.
Mr. Bourke : I am Secretary to the Gisborne Harbour Board.
208. The Chairman.] We want you, amongst other things, to give us if you can, the

exact financial position of the Board?—The loan was £200,000. £25,000 was taken as a sinking
fund; the expense of raising the loan was £3,153 Is. 4d. ; the amount spent on works was
£58,382 ss. 4d.: so that there is £86,535 6s. Bd. to be deducted from the £200,000, leaving a
balance of £113,464 13s. 4d. From this amount £10,834 Is. Bd. was advanced to the general
account for ten years, to be repaid in ten annual instalments, the balance of the loan being
£102,630 lis. Bd. This balance is lodged in the bank. We have £85,000 for twelve months at 4-J
per cent, in the Union Bank of Australia; £10,000 for six months at 3 per cent., and another
£10,000 for six months at 3 per cent. The difference between that amount and £113,000 is made
up by loan from the Loan Account to the General Account.

209. Will you give us a statement of your present liabilities and revenue?—Liabilities: Inte-
rest on loan, £10,000 ; exchanges, £192 ; paid to sinking fund to make up 1 per cent., £521; annual
repayment of £10,000 loan from Loan Account, £1,083 Bs. 2d. Ordinaryexpenses (engineering,
clerical, &c), £1,300; bank interest on overdraft, £200: total, £13,296 Bs. 2d. With respect to the
item, "bank interest on overdraft," the Board had to lodge their moneys for periods of three, six,
or twelve months ; and during these periods they w7ere very often overdrawn to a considerable
extent on their General Account, on which overdraft the bank charged interest. Bevenue for year
ending the 31st December, 1887 : Beceipts on General Account—license-fees, £51 17s. 6d.; port
charges, £614 18s. 3d. ; wharf-dues, £1,895 13s. lid. ; storage and sale of water, £26 Bs. lOd. ;
weighbridge-fees, £40 Bs. 6d.: total, £2,629 7s. Interestreceived from bank on loan-money lodged,
£7,152 10s. Id.

210. Mr. Tanner.] Do you levy no rate ?—The rate was struck on the 31st August, and up to
December £998 9s. 9d. was collected. The whole amount of rate is £5,087 for one year, at -|d. and
Id. in the pound.

The Chairman : That gives a total of £10,770 6s. lOd.
At the request of the Committee witness gave the following estimate of the revenue for the

current year: Balance on rates, 1887, £4,007; rate for 1888, £5,005; interest on fixed deposits,
£5,750; interest on short-dated deposits, £325; receipts on General Account, £2,629 75.: total,
£17,716 7s.

211. The Chairman.] If these proposed works are gone on with, your expenses will be increased
by what ?—Expenses will not be increased.

212. We want to get at what your ultimate position will be ?—Ihave here a statement showing
estimate of receipts and expenditure up to 1891. [Statement handed in.]
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213. Assuming you get power to proceed with the extension,will it entail any further charges

for professional assistance?—Certainly not. The work is in full swing now. The staff wre have
nowwill be sufficient then.

214. Will you tell the Committee how the extension, if granted, will benefit the objectors to
the work in the north part of Cook County ?—There is no reason why it should not benefit them
if they chose to ship their stock from our port.

215. What access have they from their place to Gisborne?—Overland.
216. That is the only benefit they could get ?—Shipping their wool and grain.
217. Largo vessels could not go alongside the jetty? —Large vessels would be able to lie

there.
218. No vessel could lie there of the size of a Home wool-ship?—Oh, yes !
219. How much will those vessels draw ?—The vessels would be of about four hundred tons.
220. Mr. Allen.] But ships of that size do not take wool home to England?—They always

take it from our port—the " Lochnagar " for instance.
221. The Chairman.] What do these ships usually draw?—l cannot tell you what their

draught is. We hope that when that £105,000 is expended our next wool-ship will be able to
come alongside and load and discharge.

222. If this be so, the objectors in the north part of Cook County w7ould benefit to thatextent?
.—I think so.

223. Mr. Allen.] Have they roads from the north part of Cook County to Gisborne?—They
have not made the roads; they have rough tracks along which they drive their stock. '224. The Chairman.] To what extent would the extension of this jetty benefit the people of
Gisborne ?—lt would considerably benefit them. At the present time they are paying 6s. per ton
for lighterage,which would be saved.

225. What is the amount of tonnage of goods landed at the Fort of Gisborne ?—I could not say
from memory.

226. Approximately, the tonnage of goods landed at the Fort of Gisborne is 16,000 tons ?—I
could not say that; I believeit is much more. A large portion of the goods has a special tariff.

227. What extra revenue do you expect theBoard will derive from vessels going alongside the
pier when extended?—I reckon it will be about £2,000.

228. How do you arrive at this ?—We will have charges which we cannot at present levy—
charges for berthage, tonnage-dues, supplying water to vessels.

229. How much per ton can you charge for port charges ?—By theAct of 1886 you can charge
6d. per ton half-yearlyfor sailing-vessels, and 4d. per ton for steamers. We have four steamersof
the Union Company which regularly call at the port.

230. What amount of tonnage do you think would come alongside the pier during the year ?
—I cannot say.

231. You estimate an increase in revenue of £2,000. The Committee wish to know how you
arrive at that?—There is the change in the tonnage-rates, w7hich wo hope will bring in £500 a year.
Then there are borthage-rates, and increased wharfage-dues.

Mr. Boss : You cannot increase your wharfage-dues.
The Chairman : I would suggest that you give us that information to-morrow. We will post-

pone the question till to-morrow.
232. The Chairman.] We nextwant information as to the securities for the sinking-fund invest-

ments?—They are investedin freehold securities: £10,000 is lent to the Borough Council at 6 per
cent, on a bond and security of a sixpennyrate over the whole of the borough; £50, at 10 per
cent., to Mr. ■ on security of suburban allotmentsvalued at £150; £8,000, at 6 per cent.,
to Mr. on security of 1,470 acres of freehold land in Whataupako Block valued at
£14,000 ; £900, at 8 per cent., to Mr. on the security of 208 acres and 32 perches of land,
13 acres of which are in WhataupakoBlock and balance in Kaita Block, valued at £1,227 ; £350,
at 8 per cent., on security of Town Section 112, with buildings thereon, valued at £500; £3,700, at
7 per cent., on security of Town Section 51, containing 1 rood, with buildings thereon, valued at
£5,000; £300, at 9 per cent., on security of town section, containing 1 rood, with buildings thereon,
valued at £500; £3,300, at 6 per cent., on security of Sections 57, 58, 22, 23, Whataupako Block,
containing 34 acres 3 roods 7 perches, 1 rood 24 perches, 61 acres, 49 acres 1 rood 3 perches (Mata-
whero Block), and 15 acres (Waikanae Beserve), valued at £7,490; £475, at 8 per cent., on security
of Tow7n Section 207, with buildings thereon, valued at £800; £215, at 8 per cent., on security of
Section 96, Whataupako Block, valued at £300 ; £300, at 8 per cent., on security of Town Section
173, valued at £500; £200, at 8 per cent., on security of 2 acres of suburban allotments, valued at
£350 ; £1,000, at 6* per cent., on security of Sections 99 and 77, Patutahi, valued at £2,994 ; £320,
at 8 per cent., on security of town sections, containing 1 rood and 33 perches, valued at £500; £350,
at 8 per cent., on security of Town AllotmentsNos. 104 and 105,containing 8 acres 3 roods 4 perches,
valued at £630.

233. The Chairman.] What is the total of the amounts lent?—£29,000.
234. What is the total revenue arising from these investments?—The interest on the whole

averages £6 Bs. lOd.
Fbiday, 20th July, 1888.

Mr. J. Thomson further examined.
Mr. J. Thomson, engineer, attended the Committee and handed in the following statement:

One most important point in connection with theexpenditure onthe harbour-works is, that out of the
expenditure, which may be taken at £59,000, we have in stock, at a low estimate, materialworth
at least £5,000—say, concrete blocks, £4,500 ; coals, timber, &c, £500 : also cement, either landed
or in transit, £3,300, which is not paid for yet. So that if the works were stopped at present
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there would bo material on hand worth about £8,000 ; and the stoppageand recommencement of the
work at a future date would at least increase the cost by £2,000 or £2,500 additional—made up in
dismantling and storing the portions of plant which would bo destroyed unless carefully stored
away, and, secondly, in re-erecting same and relaying whole railway-line in, say, three or four
years' time, and getting and training men for this special work.

Mr. John Boukke further examined.
235. The Chairman.] You were to give us, Mr. Bourke, the items making up this £2,000 which

you expect to gain from the extension of the works?—Yes. I may say that yesterday the tonnage
of the port was, by the Committee, stated at, or, rather, guessed at, 16,000 tons. I wired to the
Collector of Customs at Gisborne to obtain the correct information. I said to him, "Please
answer the following questions : First, the total tonnage of steamers trading to the port in one
year; second, the total tonnage of sailing-vessels." His reply was, " Tonnage of steamers, 154,617
tons; sailing-vessels, 8,262 tons : imports and exports together, 20,000 tons for 1887."

236. Is that the tonnage upon which you will be able to charge berthage-dues ?—I understand
so. Yes.

Witness : There was a statement made yesterday by one gentleman of the Committee that
there was a limit to the wharfage-rate. I think under the HarboursAct that is not so. I have gone
carefully through the Act since yesterday, and I have taken advice upon the question this morning.
There is no limit to the wharfage : you can, in fact, charge £1 per ton if you choose.

237. Mr. Boss.] Section 216 of the Harbours Act of 1878 says, " Every Board may from time
to time make by-laws providing that harbour-improvement rates not exceeding in any case 2s. per
ton, by weight or by measurement, as shall bo expressed in such by-law" shall bo levied upon all
goods and merchandise discharged at or shipped from the port." Yourrate is a harbour-improve-
ment rate, is it not ? Your wharfage is included in that. Have you any authority to levy wharf-
age at all ?—We have levied wharfage under the Harbours Act of 1878.

238. Section 171 of the Act says, " The harbour fund shall consist of the moneys arising from
the following sources: (1) Harbour-dues and pilotage-rates and all other dues which the Board
may be empowered to levy orreceive ; (2) harbour-improvement rates ; (3) rents and profits of land
vested in the Board; (4) proceeds andprofits of land set aside as endowments; (5) allothermoneys
which may be received by or become the property of the Board, under the authority of this or
a special Act." You have no authority that I can see to charge wharfage at all?—I may say the
advice I took wasfrom Mr. Wilson, Secretary of the MarineDepartment; and he distinctly stated
therewas no limit to wharfage.

239. There is no wharfage mentioned?—There are no harbour-improvement rates, Mr. Wilson
says, charged in any port in the colony.

240. That is nonsense ; and I do not allow Mr. Wilson to be an authority at all for making
thatstatement. The OtagoHarbour Board is a body that leviesa harbour-improvement rate ?—Mr.
Wilson was not sure as to that Board.

241. The Chairman.] How much do you charge for wharfage?—2s. 6d. per ton.
Mr. Boss : That is 6d. more than you have aright to charge.
Mr. Graham : In other ports, I know, both harbour-improvement and wharfage rates are

charged. I know for afact that at Napier there is a separate wharfage-rate charged.
Mr. Boss : At Wellington and Napier and other places the wharfage-ratescharged are for the

use of the piers and cranes, and storage. It is a very trifling sum they charge.
Witness : I will give you an instance of the wharfage-rates charged by the Wellington Harbour

Board : for bricks and slates, in and out, the charge is 3s.
Mr. Boss : That is illegal, then, in my opinion,because it is over 2s.
Witness handed in a copy of the by-laws of the Gisborne Harbour Board.
Mr. Graham : These by-laws were sanctioned by the Governor, and it is not likely they would

have been passed with that charge in them if it had been illegal.
Mr. Boss : If this was allowedby the Government it is in contravention of the Act, and it would

still bo illegal.
Mr. Graham : I would suggest that wo take the opinion of a lawyer on the question.
242. The Chairman.] We are goingrather from what we wanted to getfrom Mr. Bourke. He

says about £2,000 will be received as extra moneys resulting from the extension of the pier. How
do you expect to get that increase, Mr. Bourke ?—By increasing the wharfages on goods that come
on the wharf, and upon the tonnage of vessels. As I say, the people are now paying 6s. per ton
for lighterage, and they would very readily pay a higher amount for wharfage to save that 6s. per
ton.

243. I understand you to say that in order to get this £2,000 you will have to charge an amount
for wharfage equal to that which you now charge as duos. Is that what you meant to convey ?—I
meant to convey there would be an additional wharfage amongstother things.

244. Is that all the solution you can give ?—And the charge on the tonnage of vessels.
245. How much would that give?—About £1,500.
246. What is that charge ? How do you make up the £1,500?—Under the port charges at

the present time we charge only 3d., Id., and 4d. per ton. Under the Harbours Act of 1886
we have a right to charge Is. 3d. per ton.

247. That is only on the goods, is it not?—No : on the registered tonnage of the vessels.
The Chairman : Why, that would be prohibitory. No ship would come to your port.
248. Mr. Graham.] Do you mean the Committeeto understand that the full rate would have

to be charged to make this up ?—No;I do not think that—not the full rate ; only aportion of it.
The port charges in Wellington are—for every vessel plying within the port only, or employed in
coasting only, 3d. per ton quarterly in advance; for every vessel not plying within the port only, or

3—l. 6.
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not engaged in coasting only, 2d. per ton. Our port charges are—for vessels plying within the port,
or engaged in coasting only, 3d. per ton quarterly ; for vessels notplying within the harbour, and
not engaged in coasting only, Id. per ton ; vesselsfrom beyond the Australian. Colonies, 4d. per ton.

249. The Chairman.] How many of these charges do you put into operation ?—The whole of
these charges.

250. The £2,000 it will cost you extra upon spending the £40,000 is to be raised by extra
charges on the shipping?—No ; I do not say that. I say we shall have a surplus this year which
w7ill be sufficient to meet that, so that we will not have to make any extra charges this year,

251. That is not an answer to my question. How are you going to get £2,000 more by the
extension of this work?—l can only say that these port charges can be increased up to Is. 3d., and
the wharfages can be increased and doubled if necessary. The wharfage-rate of 2s. 6d. could be
made ss. if necessary.

252. Mr. Tanner.] I think the contention is that the extensionof this wharf will save the cost
of lighterage. If you put on these heavy charges, will they not amount to more than the present
rate of lighterage ?—No ; less, I think. There would bo a saving, I reckon, of 2s. 6d. per ton.

253. Mr. Boss.] 162,879 is the tonnage of vessels which visit your port: that includes all the
largo steamers?—Yes.

254. If these works are carried out as proposed, will not the largo steamers which at present
call run past your port, because all the goods will be brought by smaller steamers to your port ?—
We do not anticipate that at all.

Mr. Graham : I maypoint out that the rate on these steamers is only a half-yearlyone, and,
although the tonnage of these steamers is very large in the aggregate, it does not bring in much
revenue. There would not be very much increase if the present rate were doubled.

255. Mr. Allen.] Do you only expect to get £1,500 from the whole of your charges ?—No : that
is in addition to what we get now.

256. Mr. Boss.] How can you reasonably expect that the Union Company will send their
larger steamers, withthe increased dues, when the smaller vessels can do the trade ?—There is a
passenger-traffic.

257. The Chairman.] Do you charge dues now on large boats like the " Mararoa," for
instance ?—Yes: Id. per ton.

258. I cannot believe that this tonnage is stated correctly at 154,000 ?—The rate is not charged
on that. As a matter of fact this is how the charge is made : The Union Company have a certain
number of boats which trade regularly with the port, and these boats pay once in every six months.
In this telegram from the Collector of Customs the aggregate includes the tonnage on every visit.

259. That is misleading the Committee ?—That is called the tonnage of the port.
260. The Committee want to know what you can charge upon for your revenue? Wo w7ant

you to tell us how you are going to make up this £2,000 of extra revenue ?—I expect to have to
increase the wharfage, and I have a margin in the port duosbetween 3d. and Id., and Is. 3d.

261. Can you tell us what amount of tonnage is included in this £600 which appears asrevenue
from port charges in the estimates for 1888?—I cannot tell you. I have not got the information
with me.

262. Under what section of your by-laws are you now collecting for the Board?—Under
section 4. The Collector of Customs verifies this in his telegram.

Mr. Graham : I might suggest to the Committee that a simple way of getting at it would bo
this : Mr. Bourke says they have power to raise the rates. The present port charges are 3d. and Id.
Supposing these charges were double, they would bring in another £600. Then, as to thewharfage-
dues, supposing an extra 2s. per ton were put on, the revenue from this source alone would be
£2,000. There you have £2,600. These are the items from which, Mr. Bourke says, they look for
the increase of revenue. As to the question of lighterage, the present rate of lighterage is 55.,
which would be saved ; so that, if 2s. extra were put on the wharfage-dues, there would still be a
saving of 3s. per ton on the total cost of landing goods.

263. The Chairman.] What sum did you obtain for your debentures?—£204,107 55., £4,107 ss.
of that sum being premium.

264. What was stated in the prospectus ? Have you got a copy?—Yes. [Prospectus road by
witness.]

265. There is nothing stated in the prospectus with regard to any rate arising from the Crown
and Native Lands Bating Act: that was not offered as a security ?—No.

266. You tell the financial public at Home you have a right to raise a rate of 2d. on town
property and Id. on country property. How do you make that out ?—Under the Act, I take it, wo
have a right to levy that rate.

267. Have theBoard taken any legal opinion on the question?—Yes, several.
268. How many opinions have you had ?—I think two.
269. What was the purport of either of them ?—There was a difference of opinion. One con-

sidered -Jd. and Id. the maximum rate, and the other Id. and 2d.
270. What solicitors gave these opinions ?—I cannot remember this moment,
271. Were they practising in Gisborne?—Yes, I think so.
272. You made a positive statement to the bondholders at Home which may prove erroneous,

and about w7hich, in any case, thereis very grave doubt?—There was no doubt at the time.
273. What amount have you raised from rates arising from the Crown and Native Lands

Bating Act ?—On Crown lands, £285 4s. Id. per annum, and on Native lands, £499 ss. lOd.
274. How long have you raised those rates?—This amount was received as rates for 1887.

That is the only rate we have received from these lands.
275. How do these rates come to bo handed to you at all ? Where did the rates from the

Crown and Native Lands Bating Act go to previously?—lt is under the Crown and Native Lands
Bating Act we received these rates.
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276. If the Crown and Native Lands Rating Act is repealed you lose that amount of reve-
nue ?—I am afraid so.

277. Assuming that your contention is correct, that the Board has power to levy a rate of 2d.
in the town and Id. in the country, do you think the district would ba able to bear such a
strain as that upon it ?—I think they would feel it hard to pay.

278. Do you think it would be detrimental to the progress of the district ?—I do not think it
would be wise to strike a rate of Id. and 2d.

Mr. Boss : I find, Mr. Chairman, that by section 216 of the Harbours Act the Harbour Board
has power to "fix and authorise the levying of Harbourmasters' fees and port charges, not exceed-
ing the rates specified in the Fifth Schedule to this Act; to regulate the use of wharves or docks,"
and so on. So that Ido not think there is any limit to the wharfage.

279. The Chairman.] With regard to these petitions, will you kindly look at the signatures
and tell the Committeewhat you think as to the bona fides—whether they are ratepayers or not, as
far as you know ?—Well, none of the Natives areratepayers.

280. Your answer will be this : Any Native names which appear on thesepetitions are not
ratepayers?—Yes.

281. Mr. Allen.] You have received revenue, have you not, from Native lands?—Yes; from
Government. The Natives are not on my rate-roll, I may say, and the money we have received on
account of Native and Crown landsforms part of the £5,000 yearly received in rates.

282. The Chairman.] Touching these Sinking Fund Commissioners, under what authority did
you appoint them?—Under the Harbours Act of 1878.

283. Are any of the Commissioners members of the Board?—None. There are two Com-
missioners, the manager of the Union Bank and a Mr. Bennett.

284. Has any of the moneybeen lent to members of the Board?—They were not members of
the Board when the money was lent. There are two gentlemennow on the Board to whom money
has been lent.

285. Mr. Allen.] When were the valuations which you have given of the securities made?—At
the time the money was lent. They were made by local valuers.

286. When was the bulk of the money lent ?—Last year.
287. I suppose the valuations have all been made within the last two or three years?—All

since 1886. I should like to make one statement with regard to these sinking-fund investments,
and that is, that the Sinking Fund Commissioners employed a solicitor, and also a valuer to report
upon the securities before the money was lent.

288. The Chairman.] The Committee, I suppose, has a right to assume, from the fact that you
have levied what I believe to be the maximum rate of \d. and Id., that you are compelled to do so
in order to meet current expenses?—Yes.

289. You could not have done without it ?—Certainly not.
290. The demands you have upon you compel you to raise the maximum rate of \d. and Id.,

assumingmy contention is right ?—Yes.
291. Mr. Boss.] Can goods be landed at any other part of the harbour than at the jetty?—

No ; unless inside the river.
Witness handed in balance-sheet of the Board for year ending the 31st December, 1887 ; copy

of the Board's by-laws; and the telegram received from the Collector of Customs.
Mr. William Sibvwbiqht further examined.

292. Mr. Graham.] With reference to how this deficiency is to be made up if the works were
carried out to the extent proposed, what increase in the revenue would there be ? Mr. Bourke has
told us the amount would be made up by an increase in the port dues and wharfages—that these
could be increased to make up this amount, and there would still be a saving as far as the goods are
concerned?—I said yesterday, although I had no figures by me, that I had no doubt the revenue
could be obtained. If we spend £40,000, we have a sum of £2,000 to raise. By expending £40,000
we will enable shippers to save a lighterage of ss. per ton at least ; and if the merchants
can be saved that lighterage it would be perfectly just to say to them, " If you want this additional
accommodation you must pay a higher wharfage." Half the sum they are paying nowwould give
us over £2,000 a year. From the telegram which we got yesterday from the Collector of Customs
at Gisborne, I find, to my surprise, that the lighterage actually came to £4,000 in 1887. If we
obtain half of that in the shape of wharfage-dues, we should have quite as much as, and more than,
we would require, in addition to any other sources of revenue.

293. In addition to that 20,000 tons there must be other items of wharfage ?—There will bo
stock, which is not included in that at all, and I do not think wool is included.

294. Is it not likely, if these works were carried out to the extent proposed, a very large trade
in stock would result ?—lt is certain that the stock is there in any quantity, and it only wants an
outlet to take it away. If we had facilities in the way of shipping, I have no doubt the stock would
be sent away.

295. It would only be reasonable, then, to expect a very considerable increase in that direction?
—Once facilities were given, the steamers would be bound to come, and the trade would necessarily
create an increased carriage. Hence I think it is possible somekind of steamers, well adapted to
carrying stock, would probably take the place of some of those that come just now, or in addition
to them.

296. Mr. Boss.] It appears the rate you are levying is really a harbour-improvement rate under
the name of a wharfage-rate ?—I do not think that is the meaning of " the harbour-improvement
rate." I take it that " the harbour-improvement rate" means that when yourequire a special work
to be done you pledge a special rate for the purpose.

297. What was contemplated by a wharfage-ratewas simply a charge for the use of tho wharf?
i—lt is difficult to draw the line between one rate and the other.
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Tuesday, 24th July, 1888.

Mr. James McKeeeow, Surveyor-General, examined.
298. The Chairman.] The Committee wish you to give, Mr. McKerrow, what you consider

to be the value of certain lands upon which the Gisborne Harbour Board have lent moneys ?—I
may say that I have gone over the papers and looked up the maps; but Idonot know the pro-
perties particularly : I only know the district generally. Very many of the properties are town
sections, with houses, of which I know nothing at all.

299. First, there is £8,000 at 6 per cent, on 1,470 acres of freehold land in Whataupako Block,
valued at £14,000 : what do you estimate the value of that ?—That is Mr. property. I
rode past it once eight or ten years ago. It was a very nice place; but I really could notpretend
to know the value of it. The property consists of flat land and hilly land combined.

300. Mr. Boss.] Is it worth £10 per acre ?—The flat land would be worth more than that; but
the hilly land would not be worth more than £2 per acre.

301. The Chairman.] Do you know the proportion of hilly land to flat land?—No, I do not.
Mr. Sperrey got the particulars of the properties after I had done with them. I fancy ho will be
able to tell you.

302. Can you tell us the value of any of these lands ? Hero is, for instance, Town Section 51,
containing 1 rood, with buildings, valued at £5,000 ?—lt is in a very good position—the very best in
the township.

303. What do you think land in that position would be worth per acre ?—I really could
not say.

304. Would it be worth £12,000 an acre ?—I should think that would be a very high price
indeed.

305. You do not know anything as to the building there ?—lt is a hotel, and is a very
fine building.

306. Have you any idea at all as to the average price per acre of the land in the blocks
mentioned—approximately, say?—No, I have not. As I have said, I only rode through the
district some eight or ten years ago, and Iwould not like to mislead you in any way. I may say
I notice there are two sections in the Fatutahi Block mentioned amongst the securities. The upset
price of the unsold Crown lands around is 10s. per acre, and these sections were sold at that, I
think.

307. Mr. Allen.] How long ago was that ?—I could not say exactly.
308. Has it been improved ?—I do not know whether it has been improved or not. It is a

purely pastoral country: the land is hilly and very poor. The level land in this District of Gis-
borne is very good, and the hilly land is all very poor.

Hon. Sir Geoege Whitmoee, M.L.C., examined.
309. The Chairman.] You reside in Gisborne, or, rather, have property there, Sir George ?—I

have property about eighty miles north of Gisborne.
310. You are well acquainted with the district?—Yes.
311. The Committee desire to obtain your opinion, as asettler of the district, as to the prospects

of the district as a result of the work proposed by the Gisborne Harbour Board being carried out?—
The originalproposal for a harbour, which was agreed to by Barliament in the Act of 1884, stated
that the Gisborne HarbourBoard were to carry out the work in accordance with the plan laid down
by Sir John Coode, which provided for a harbour of refuge for vessels of largo tonnage; and theloan
for this was to be secured by rates levied throughout the whole of the Cook County, at the rate of
Id. in the pound in the town, -Jd. in the country.

312. Mr. Allen.] Are you clear about the rate being |d. and Id. ?—Yes ; I have got the Act
here.

313. We haveread the clauses of the Act, and there is a little doubt about it. The Harbour
Board obtainedtwo legal opinions on the question, and they differed ?—I know, because I was on a
Committee sitting seven weeks on the subject in 1884, and the particular bargain was, in the
Legislative Council at any rate, that the rates should be and Id. and no more.

314. That was your idea, I take it ?—Yes ; and that was explained, I believe, in inviting the
country district to poll in favour of the work; and Mr. Graham, the then Chairman of the Harbour
Board, published an address to the ratepayers of the district in which he promised them they
would not have to pay more than Jd. and Id.

315. The Chairman.] Are you aware that the Board, in its prospectus to the money-lendersat
Home, stated that they were authorisedto levy a rate of Id. and 2d. ?—No; nor had the country
district anything at all to do with it. With reference to the worknow under construction, that was
arranged with the Government in some way,and the people whohad to pay rates were never again
called upon to say whether they were willing or not to pay rates towards the construction of a
totally different work, and a work which, according to the statements of captains of ocean-going
steamers, would be absolutely of no use whatever to vessels of largo tonnage. Consequently the
interests of the town and country are totally different in any further extension. Mr. Graham, in
giving evidence before the Committee of the Legislative Council, stated that the proposed exten-
sion would be of no possible benefit except to the inhabitants of Gisborne and those people around
the town ; consequently the people of the coast district have no possible interest in further ex-
penditure which can only bring in small craft, and not vessels of large tonnageat all. Mr. Graham
stated in his evidence the other day that the harbour which originally existed was improved rather
than otherwise by the works already carried out, and, further, if the works were stoppednow Gis-
borne wouldbe no worseoff—rather better—than before ; whereas an expenditureof another £40,000,
in giving them a few improvements, w7ould put a considerable liabilityon thecountrydistrict, w7hich
would derive no benefit in any w7ay from it. Consequently the country settlers object, and object
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very strongly, to anything morebeing done. The works, they assert, should neverhave been under-
taken in the way they were without their beingreferred to apoll; and they are satisfied that, by the
admissions of the Board themselves, an extension which will only allow of a small steamer like the
" Australia " coming in can have no possible effect on their interests. All the way up the coast
they have been obliged to create a steamer-service to take away their produce; and, as the vessels
which would call at Gisborne are no larger than those at present trading up the coast, it would
be infinite loss to themif they had to send their goods down to Gisborne, and pay harbour dues,
and then put them on a vessel in an open roadstead which takesfrom three to five months to load.
The question as to whether or not this is a proper work from an engineering point of view I am not
capable to offer an opinion on, but I would like to place before the Committee the opinion of
practical people on the question—I refer to Captain Fairchild, who published a letter in the Auck-
land Star on the subject about March last, and also to the opinions of captains of any of the ocean-
going steamers like the " Mararoa " and " Wairarapa." I think theseopinions should carry weight,
although not those of marine engineers. There is no marine engineer that has reported on the
subject with the exception of Sir John Coode, and the present work is not Sir John Coode's scheme
at all. I would strongly recommend the Committeeto get Sir John Coode'splan before coming to
a decision. It has been asserted that Sir John Coode's scheme would have cost more than the
present one : I think you will seeby comparing the lengths of the twoworks that this ismanifestly
impossible.

316. Your main objection to this work as proposed nowis that it will bo no benefit to the
settlers in the north part of Cook County, and theirfear is that further rates may be imposed upon
them in consequence of carrying out this work ?—As the law now stands they will undoubtedly be
liable to further rates.

317. Mr. Allen.] What means of communication have you on the coast district?—The " Aus-
tralia" comes up regularly every week, and calls at all the small ports on the coast.

318. If the proposed extension were made, so as to allow of the " Australia" going alongside,
would the people up the coast derive any benefit?—No, not the slightest. To get to Gisborne you
have to climb the steepest of hills in one part, and at other points you have to go at low water
from half a mile to two miles amongstpaparocks, to the danger of your life. [Sir George indicated
on the map the route to Gisborne, and particularised the difficulties met with at the different
localities.]

319. Is there any settlement back in the country ?—-Very little, because there are no roads
except the tracks wo have made at our ownexpense.

320. The Chairman.] If you have no roads, supposing Sir John Coode's plan were carried out,
how would you have benefited by it ?—We got thepromise of endowments of land from Government,
and then there is a sum of about £20,000 which was granted by Government, and during the past
six years an equal sum received from rates and other sources in this northern district to make
roads.

320a. You expected, if the scheme had been carried out, that Governmentwould have been
bound to make roads for you?—The £20,000 obtained from these northern rates, &c, is a great
deal more than would have been required, in addition to the sums already given, to complete these
roads, parts of which are already formed. And then there were, besides, these endowments of land
from Government.

321. If Sir John Coode's plan had been carried out, and the roads had not been formed, the
work would have been of no benefit to your district ?—No. We speculated, of course, on Sir John
Coode's well-known reputation, and we were prepared to run the risk of the success or non-success
of his scheme, believing the roads would be made.

322. What solid reasons can the settlers in the northern part of Cook County give for being
absolved from future rates ? One of the things Mr. Ormond put forward was that the unexpended
balance should be invested with the view of reducing the rates of the Cook County settlers?—We
nevervotedfor the present work at all, and, even if the prophecy that it will producea good harbour
for vessels like the " Australia" prove correct, it is admittedwe have no interest in it whatever. If
the people of Gisborne wish to speculate in a harbour which will in all probability prove just as
vain as the present scheme, let them do so ; but we do not want to be taxed for it. As you have
referred to Mr. Ormond's suggestion, I may say what we would like to see would be the stoppage
of the works, to see the Government put its fist down, take over the whole of the money, and use
it as a sinkingfund until we were able to pay off the debt.

323. Mr. B. Thompson.] I understand from your evidence that you consider any further
expenditure on these works would simply be for the benefit of the Gisborne Township?—Yes; the
township and the country between the two littlerivers in the locality of the township.

324. The works would bo of no benefit to your district?—Not the slightest.
325. Would it not be possible for the district which would be benefited by this further expendi-

ture to rate itself sufficiently to pay interest and relieve your district from any further liability ?—
I understand they are willing to do that. I understand so from a communication made to mo by
Mr. Siovwright, the present Chairman of the Board. He said to me, " Well, if we exempt your
district, will you consent then?" I said, "Certainly; we do not want to do you any harm, or
avoid payment of the rates which at present have to be levied. What we want is to bo placed in
the position that whatever you do in the future, you do entirely at your own risk."

326. Mr. Whyte.] Did you vote for the Bill of 1884?—Yes.
327. On the idea of Sir John Coode's plan that you would get a harbour of refuge ?—Solely.
328. Do you see by this report of Mr. Higginson's that that would have cost £60,000 more

than the present scheme?—£46,ooo 1 make it. But that is not Sir John Coode's estimate ; his
estimate was £200,000.

329. Do you see that by the present scheme you can get a depth of 21-1-ft. for £175,000, and
you can only get the same depth under Sir John Coode's plan for £246,000?—These estimates have
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not been made by people of the eminence of Sir John Coode, and I do not place the slightest
reliance on them. I would strongly advise the Committee to obtain Sir John Coode's harbour-refuge
proposals, because I do not think they will bear the statement out at all.

330. Mr. Allen.] How long did Sir John Coode stay at Gisborne?—Sir John Coode has such
familiaritywith harbourworks that when he has once ascertained the trend of the sand and shingle
you can rely upon what ho says.

The Chairman: It has been proved beyond a doubt that the information supplied to Sir John
Coode as to the drift of the sand was incorrect.

331. Mr. V/hytc] At any rate, you will admit this: that to get a harbour refuge under
Coode's plan, it would cost more or as much as the proposed scheme ?—lt is new to me to hear
that.

332. At any rate, if Coode's plan had been carried out in its entirety, you consider the district
that voted for it ought to be liable'?—Oh, yes !

333. Your knowledge of the district is sufficiently great, I think, to enable you to state as to
how the people do with their stock there. If the people could load their stock without lightering,
would there not be a considerable export trade in sheep and cattle ?—The number of sheep in that
district is very small. Ido not think they number over 200,000. We have exactly the same diffi-
culties up the coast in the way of shipping our stock, and yet we manage to export our sheep. Mr.
Ormond recently sent three loads of sheep from TologaBay.

335. Mr. Boss.] If the works are completed, and a road made from the coast district to
Gisborne, would you be able to export your goods and stock at a less price than you pay now?—
It might have been possible to do it at less price at the time we polled for the work, but since then
we have made excellent arrangements with the Union Company, and though we should have pre-
ferred to send our wool down that way, it would probably be some time before we did so. I might
draw your attention to the report of the Committee of the Legislative Council with regard to the
Sinking Fund investments. It was stated that the Board had scooped the pools, as it is vulgarly
called—thatthe money had all been lent to members of the Board. We had an exhaustive inquiry
into this matter, and while we do not think there have been any loans at all in bad faith, we have
strongly recommended that no more of this kind of thing should go on, and that all the money
should be invested in debentures of the colony of New Zealand or other colonies. As to the value
of these securities, I may say, I cannot venture an opinion, because my opinion is so entirely
opposed to the opinions given hereby men with such local experience as Mr. Graham, for instance,
that these opinions destroy all ideas of value you have formed.

336. Mr. Whyte.] With regard to the investment of the balance of the loan in Government
debentures, if you invested this money at 4 per cent, and pay the higher rate of 5 per cent, to the
money-lenders at Home, there would be a huge deficiency, would there not ? There would not be a
huge deficiency. It would only be 1 per cent., and we are willing to pay that. There would be the
advantageof absolute safety in the investment proposed.

337. The Chairman.] You know the block of land set apart as an endowment for the Board ;
whatwould be the probable rental value of thatblock ?—lf roads were made to it I think it would
be a cheap run on a long lease, say, thirty years, at a rental of £1,000 per year. Without roads it
is absolutely worth nothing; nobody would have anything to dowith it.

338. How much would have to be expended to open it up ?—I do not think the cost would be
above £5,000. I may say that very serious things have been shown before the Committee of the
Legislative Council regarding the Board's finance, in view of the probability of the repeal of the
Crown and Native Lands Rating Act, and of a less valuation for property-tax; moreover, there has
been great difficulty in getting in the rates. As regards the investments of the Sinking Fund, the
report upon the subject says, " Without taking exceptionto any of the investments thathave already
been made, your Committee would recommend that in future the Sinking Funds should be invested
in the debentures of the Colony of New Zealand or other colonies.

Mr. John Spebepa7, Property-tax Commissioner, examined.
339. The Chairman.] The Committee desire, Mr. Sperrey, to get information from you as to

the property-tax valuations of certain properties upon which the Gisborne Harbour Board have lent
certain moneys. First, we have " £8,000, at 6 percent., on 1,470 acres of land in the Whataupako
Block, valued at £14,000." [Mr. Sperrey :My valuation is £13,965.] Then there is " £900 on 208
acres and 32 perches of land, 13 acres of which are in Whataupako Block, and thebalance in Kaita,
valuedat £1,227 " ?—My valuation is £792. There is one section valuedat £140 in the Board's list of
valuations which has been transferred from the Natives since the property-tax valuations, and of
which I have therefore no valuation. That brings the valuation up to £932. I maysay that there
are one or two sections which have been so transferred since the property-tax valuations, and of
these I have no account.

340. Mr. Allen.] When wore the property-tax valuations made ?—Some three years ago.
341. The land would not be worth more now?—No, but there may have been improvements on

it since.
342. The Chairman^ The next is " £350 on Town Section 112, with buildings thereon, valued

at £500 " ?—I have got the valuationof TownSections 111 and 112 together. The two are valuedat
£600. The one section, No. 111, is valued in theBoard's list, I see, at £500. It may be that there
are no buildings or improvements on Section 112.

343. Then comes " £3,700 on Town Section 51, withbuildings thereon, valued at £5,000." That
is the hotel property?—My valuation is £5,500.

344. Next, " £300 on security of Town Section 30, containing 1 rood, with buildings thereon,
valued at £500 " ?—There must be some mistake about this section, as that is the one on which the
Union Bank stands, and is valued at £1,213 by mo. This cannot be the section,
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345. Then, " £3,300 on Sections 57, 58, 22, 23, Whataupako Block, containing 34 acres 3 roods
7 perches, 1 rood 24 porches, 61 acres, 49 acres 1 rood 3 perches (Matawhoro Block); and 15 acres
(Waikanae Reserve), valued at £7,490." Part of this I have not got, as the land has boon trans-
ferred since theproperty-tax valuation. The total valuation for that is £2,514. I have got in my
valuation Sections 57, 58, 22, and 23, £700 ; Sections 44 and 21, containing 1 rood 24 perches, £127 ;
34 acres 3 roods 7 perches, Matawhoro, £687 ; 15 acres, Waikanae Reserve, £1,000 : total, £2,514.
I have not got the valuations of the 61 acres and the 49 acres.

346. Next, " £475 on Town Section 207, withbuildings thereon, valued at £800 " ?—My valua-
tion is £722.

347. " £215 on Section 96, Whataupako Block, valued at £300" ?—I have got the value of the
land at £35. The building, upon which there is, I notice, a fire insurance policy of £220, has been
erected since the property-taxvaluation.

348. " £300 on Town Section 173, valuedat £500 " ?—My value of the landis £300. A building
has, no doubt, been erected since, as there is an insurance policy of £300 on it.

349. " £200 on 2 acres of suburban allotments, valued at £350" ?—My valuation of the land is
£150. There is an insurance policy of £150 on the buildings.

350. " £1,000 on Sections 99 and 77, Patutahi, valued at £2,994 " ?—My valuation is £2,400.
351. " £320 on Town Section 141, containing 33 perches, and Town Section 177, containing 1

rood, valued at £500 " ?—My valuation is £180 on Section 141, and £250 on Section 177; total,
£430.

352. "£350 on Town Allotments Nos. 104 and 105, valued at £630"?-—My valuation is
£650.

Mr. John Bouekb, further examined.
353. The Chairman.] What are the sections upon which present members of the Board have

borrowed money?—Mr. ■ has borrowed £900 on the 208 acres in the Whataupako and
Kaita Blocks. Mr. was not a member of the Board when he borrowed the money.

354. What other members have borrowed?—Mr. ■ , who is a member of theBoard, by
virtue of his being Mayor of the town—he was not a member of the Board at the time—he has
borrowed £3,300, at 6 per cent., on lands in the Whataupako and Matawhoro Blocks aud in the
Waikanae Reserve.

355. Mr. was not connected with the Board when he borrowed the money?—No.
356. Arc there any others?—No, those arc the only two.
357. Have you got the valuation of the 61 acres and 49 acres mentioned in the £3,300 security ?

—The valuation of the Commissioners was, I fancy, £2,200. For those particular blocks there are
other values stated by the Commissioners.

Mr. James Mills, M.H.R., examined.
Mr. Mills : I am managing director of the Union Steam Shipping Company of New Zealand.
358. The Chairman.] We wish to get some information, Mr. Mills, with regard to the effect

these w7orks will have, beneficial or otherwise, on the trade of the port in respect to your company's
steamers. Wo would like to know if your company includes lighterage in their charge for freight ?
—Yes, they do.

359. What do you pay for lighterage per ton?—4s. or 4s. 6d. per ton.
360. Do youknow if a higher charge is made to others?—I think so ;in fact, I know our rate

is lower than the ordinary rate.
361. What steamers belonging to your company trade to Gisborne ?—The coastal cargo-boats,

" Ohau," " Omapere," "Australia," and "Suva;" and also the intercolonial steamers, such as the
" Mararoa."

362. Do the larger boats carry cargo?—Yes; there is not necessarily any difference between
the rates by those steamers and the other boats, because they all pay the same lighterage.

363. If the'worksnowproposed be carried out so as to give at the end of the wharf a depth of
134/ft. at low tide, how many of your steamers would be able to use the wharf?—What is the rise
and fall?

364. sft. or sJft?—The smaller cargo boats, such as the "Ohau," could use the wharf in
smooth weather.

365. All your steamers, then, except the large ones, could use the wharf ?—Yes, in smooth
weather.

366. Can you give us any idea as to the length of time during the year you can expect smooth
weather ?—I could not tell that from my experience.

367. Could they lie alongside at low tide?—Only in perfectly smooth water. On ordinary
occasions they would go alongside, and do their work in two or three hours at and about high water.

368. Bar bad weather, then, the majority of the smaller class of steamers would be able to
make use of the wharf?—Yes; they would be able to go in and out on the same flood tide.

369. What extra charges would the Board be likely to make on steamers using the wharf?—
They would probably be very heavy. The effect of this would be that the trade, such as it is, would
be done by the smaller steamers entirely, and the larger steamers would not call there, because the
larger steamers could not afford to pay the dues on their larger tonnage with a cargo of only fifty
tons, or less.

370. Mr. Whyte.] If steamers of the size of the "Penguin" could go alongside, would not a
large cattle export trade arise which practically does not exist now at all ?—A trade would arise,
but I question if it would be a trade of any magnitude.

371. I may tell you that that district is not more than one-fifth occupied ; it is estimated that
when wholly occupied it would carry as much as the Hawke'sBayDistrict. The questionis whether
the trade in stock justifiessuch large expenditure on harbour works?—Of course.
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372. The Chairman.] To what extent, if any, would your company reduce their freights by
steamers using the wharf ? Supposing the Board do not charge your company any morefor port
charges than at present, would there be any reduction in the freight to the people ?—No doubt it
would bo reduced to the extent of the lighterage charge—say, 4s. per ton.

373. Provided there were no further charges levied upon the steamers?—That is so. I mcy
point out that if the large steamers do not continue to call the Board would need to make a very
large rate on the small steamers to obtain the aggregate amount they wish to raise.

374. The secretary to the Board has said in his evidence, "Wo will have charges which we
cannot at present levy—charges for berthage, tonnage dues, supplying water to vessels." Taking
that answer as a fair indication of the intention of the Board, do you think you would be able to
reduce your freight by anything?—They could not possibly make charges which would amount to
4s. or ss. per ton. They would have to seek other means of revenue. The principal charge would
be upon goods, and that would fall upon the consignees, and not upon the vessels.

375. We want to be able to see what benefit it will be to the people to construct this work.
If you reduce your freight by 4s. or ss. per ton it will be a benefit to the people?—Yes, unless
wharfage dues to a likeamount are levied.

376. Mr. Boss.] How many of your steamers visit the port of Gisborne on the average?—Two
large steamers per week.

377. And the smaller ones?—Three or four a week, I should think. The " Australia " and
" Suva " trade there regularly twice a week; and the "Ohau"and " Omapero " call at intervals
on their way from the South to Auckland.

378. What is the average tonnage of goods carried by your steamers?—l cannot tell you. I
could got the information for you.

379. I presume that you would not send your large steamers to the port?—l do not state that
we would not. I think that that would probably be the result, though. They could not carry
cargo againstsmaller steamers using the wharf; and I do not think the passenger-traffic would
justify their calling there.

380. The Chairman.] Do you think the construction of the wharf as proposed would increase
the facilitiesfor shipping stock and wool ?—Yes.

381. What depth of watermore than a steamer draws is necessary to enable her to lie along-
side with safety?—lf it is perfectly smooth you do not want over Ift. The vessel could lie
aground..

382. Take an ordinary swell. I suppose there is always some swell there ?—I should think
from 2ft. to 3ft.

383. Mr. B. Thompson.] As your regulations are so strict, I suppose the captains of your
steamers, if they saw any risk, would refuse to go alongside ?—Certainlythey would. The regula-
tions to which you refer donot apply to accidents inseparable from a particular trade, such as bar
harbours.

384. Do they not apply, then, to cases like that which occurred at New Plymouth the other
day ?—Not necessarily. We have many things to guide us in coming to conclusions.

385. The Chairman.] Supposing the Board were to greatly increase the port dues, is it
probable you might not use the wharf?—Well, so long as wo tradedto the port, we should use the
wharf; it would simply bo a matter of calculation what freight we would charge.

386. You woulduse the wharf?—Certainly, if it was safe; and unless we found the lighterage
was less than the wharf charges.

387. Then, again, if the lighterage was not less, you might choose to lie alongside the wharf
and charge the people the extra freight ?—lt is our policy, if the townspeople provide the wharf,
to use it.

388. If the depth of water at high tide was 18ft., would thatenable your larger steamers to
lie alongside?—The " Botomahana " and " Te Anau " could perhaps go alonside at high water,
and in a perfectly smooth sea. There are difficulties, however, to be considered, which I cannot
give evidence upon, such as the going in and out, the room to swing, and that sort of thing. The
captains would have to use their own judgment in the matter. There would be no object
in going alongside to lie for half an hour or an hour at the wharf, and then go out again.

389. All your smaller steamers would use the wharf, and then, in that case, it is probable
your largersteamers would not call ?—That is so.

390. What we are to understand then is, that the extension of the wharf as desired by the
Board, would be aconvenience andbenefit, looking at the matter from a shipping point of view ?—
Yes, it would bo a benefit to the small steamers, and no doubt a benefit to the townspeople in
some ways. Ido not expressan opinion as to its being a financial success.

391. The works as they are now are not of the slightest use to you?—No, not the slightest
use,

Fmday, 27th July, 1888.
William Cheistie Sinclair, Captain of the s.s. " Tarawera," examined.

392. The Chairman.] What we want to know, Captain Sinclair, is whether, from your expe-
rience of the Port of Gisborne, the bar has shoaled up since the work has been carried out, or
whether there is a better entrance now?—The captains of our small steamers say thebar is much
worse than it wasbefore, and that is what I expected. For nine months of the year there is a
heavy roll of the sea setting in from the south-east, and this roll brings with it a continual drift of
sand. This sand is washed up and takenback again with the backwater, and so a continual swirl
goes on. Now, this breakwater,being so close to the mouth of theriver, prevents this drift of sand
from going out again as far as the moving water goes, and so the sand backs up and justkeeps
along the line of the pier.
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393. Supposing the workis extendedanother 1,100ft., will this have the effect of makingit better
or worse?—The silting-up will continue into the deeper water; and my impression is that, if the
extension weremade, there would be almost a dry sand-bank from the mouth of the river to the
inside of the breakwater.

394. Mr. B. Thompson.] And they were warned of this by you?—Yes. I did not warn any
onein particular, but I talkedabout it, and expressed my convictions to those whom I met.

The Chairman pointed out on the map the direction of the proposed extension, and explained
that it was proposed to extend the pier another I,looft. in a straight line,where a depth of 13Jft. at
low waterwould be obtained.

Witness: If they extend it in a straight line none of the smaller vessels will bo able to go
alongside except in fine weather, because of the roll w7hich would be occasioned by the swirl of the
sea along the breakwater.

395. The Chairman.] It is your opinion, then, that if they carry that pier in a straight line
smallvessels will not be able to lie alongside ?—Except in very calm weather. Wherever there is
a bay thereis motion with theroll that comes in from the sea, and, though the sea may be like oil,
if you measure with a pole you will find there is a rise andfall of about 18in., which would cause
the ship to gobackwards and forwards, and smash up against the pier. If you wereto make a turn
in thepier it would protect that.

396. How many feet doyou think that turn should be made at the end to be of any good?—lt
wouldrequire 100ft. at least, and that would not be much.

397. Mr. Allen.] If they carry out the proposedextension, will vessels have sea-room to get in
and out?—That is what we cannot tell. The sand willnot rise above low-watermark; but, still, it
might bank out and bank out as time goes on.

398. The Chairman.] Your impression is that unless this turn at theend of the wall be made
the extended pier will be no good?—lt will be no good, even if they get a depth a 13Jft., except on
very favourable occasions, when fine summer weather prevails.

399. Mr. Boss.] What is the prevailing weather?—ln summer it is variable from west and
north-west; but all the time the sea is setting in. If a wind is blowing fifty miles away it sends
the sea in although it might not be blowing in the harbour at all.

400. Sir John Coode, in his report of December, 1880, expressed an opinion that any solid
structure between the shore and the line of three fathoms at low water would cause a serious
amount of sanding-up on the inner or western side of the new work, and recommended the con-
struction of an openviaduct, the level of the deck of which he proposed to be 15ft. above high water
of ordinary spring tides, which would allow the heaviest seas to pass through and underneath it
with almostundiminished force, and, consequently, would insure such an amount of agitation as
wouldprevent the deposition of sand in the vicinity of the entrance to theriver and shoreward of
the outer harbour proposed by him. Have you formedany opinion on thepoints raised by Sir John ?
—I have not seen Sir John Coode's report, but that is just my idea.

401. The Chairman.] You think, then, the work already constructed has had the effect of
shoaling up the bar on the river, and the extension of the pier may make it worse rather than
better?—Yes. Small vessels will not be able to lie alongside that pier except in very fine weather,
unless they make a turn of, at any rate, 100ft. I just simply call it fencing in the beach, and that
is just what it is, in my opinion.

402. Mr. Boss.] What is your average tonnage of goods for that port?—About thirty tonsper
month.

Tuesday, 31st July, 1888.
Mr. John Blackett, Engineer-in-Chief of the colony, examined.

403. The Chairman.] What the Committee wish you to tell them, Mr. Blackett, is, whether
you, havingheard read Captain Sinclair's evidence, concur in what he says—that is, whether your
professional knowledge enables you to say if he is correct or incorrect?—Ho is speaking from what
he has observed personally. I have not had the opportunity of doing so.

404. He mentions what, in his opinion, would be the effect if the end of the breakwater were
turned 100ft.?—Yes.

405. That refers, however, to the safetyof a ship lying alongside, and not to deposit of sand.
In the way these works were planned as a whole the ideawas that the scour by the river and the
water inclosed between the breakwater and the beach would keep a channel clear between Gis-
borne and deep water, and that the quantity of sand that would be deposited, if any, would be in-
considerable ?—I think the effect would be the same at Gisborne as it has been proved to be in
other places where work had to be carried on under the same conditions.

406. Mr. Allen.] What we desire to know is, how far that scourwould act supposing the pier to
bo extended?—The scour would be quite sufficient as far as the pier extended.

407. The whole length ?—Yes.
408. Mr. Boss.] That is, if the waterwere confined at the other side ?—Yes. I think the scour

would act the full length of the breakwater.
409. Do you not think it would be diminished as it got more sea-room, or would its action bo

the same all the wayout; and would it have any appreciable effect on the sand at the outer end of
the pier ?—lt would be considerably diminished.

410. The Chairman.] It is argued that there are 3ft. or 4ft. of sand on the rock all the way
out. Do you think that the scour would have any effect in removing that ?—For a certain number
of feet I think it would.

411. How many, do you think ?—I should not like to sayright off.
412. Mr. Whyte.] If it went out such a length as to have 13ift. of water, do you think it

would act?—Yes.
4—l. 6.
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413. The Chairman.] Captain Sinclair says that if it is extended to the lengtii proposed it will
be dangerous except in fine weather : that the swirl of the sea and the sand would come in from
the south-east, at the end of the pier, and in consequence of the pier being solid it would prevent
the sand going back with the backwash?—l cannot go against the evidence he gives from his ex-
perience ; but Mr. Thomson, the engineer, has reported that the measure of the amount of sand
as formerly reported on was not correct.

The Chairman: Still, there is sand, because we have it already in evidence that it is bank-
ing up.

Mr. Whyte : If you saw the place you would say that it was very trifling.
414. Mr. Graham.] When Mr. Thomson was down hero with his plans for your revision,

whatwas the evidence given as to the quantity of sand ?—I should like to read Mr. Thomson's
report on the subject, and my memorandum upon his report, if that would help the Committee
at all.

The same were read as follows :—
" Sm,— " Harbour Engineer's Office, Gisborne, 23rd October, 1885.

" The harbour surveys being sufficiently advanced, I have prepared a scheme for future
works at Gisborne, and have been instructed by the Harbour Board to proceed to Wellington to
submit it to the Governmentfor approval, they having given me a letter to the Minister of Marine
to that effect. There are two drawings, No. 1. showing the complete scheme, and No. 2 that
portion proposed to be executed with our present loan.

" I arrived in Gisborne about the Ist of July, and since that time have made careful exami-
nationsof the tides, currents, and winds ; also a minute survey of thatportion of the bay shown on
plan. Several series of sections have been taken, and the bottom probed with long steel rods to
ascertain the depth of sand.

"It is rather more than seven years since Sir John Coode visited New Zealand on a tour of
inspection. He was only able to call here for about an hour, and, unfortunately, could not
examine theplace for himself. From my own observations and inquiries, and as the result of the
surveys, I have not the slightest doubt but that his report is founded on erroneous or insufficient
information received; and it was only after coming to thisconclusion that I felt justified in modify-
ing his design. He practically says, from the information he has received as to thephysical con-
ditions of the bay, that he has come to the conclusion that it would be inexpedient, at any rate
under the present circumstances of the trade of the district, to attempt to improve the entrance,
which could only be done by long and expensive breakwater-piers, as the result would not justify
the outlay. He then proposes a concrete root 550ft. in length at the boat-harbour, rising with a
slopeof 1 in 50 to the level of an iron bridge or viaduct 15ft. above high water, and stretching
1,400ft. seaward, which carries the railway to a small sheltering-pier, only 900ft. long, out in the
sea. The estimatefor the above is £195,000. The connection with town is not included, and would
not beunder £5,000 ; making a total of £200,000. Two cross-jetties shown on his plan are estimated
at £51,000 extra.

" Had the conditions been as Sir John was led to suppose, there is no doubt that his would
have been the only method for providing deep-water accommodation ; but in that case it might
have been more advisable to give up the idea of largo vessels, and spend the money in making the
river suitable for the coasting trade. The naturalconditions, aswe find them, are—the range of tide
at springs is about 6ft.; the sea-bottom opposite the town is composed of papa rock covered with
about 3ft. or 3ft. Gin. of sand. When clear of the immediate indraft of the flood-tide at the
entrance there is no indication of currents which would carry sand or silt from the ' big river 'towardsTuranganui; indeed, there is very little indication of currents in any direction—and wo
carefully tried for them not only on the surface, but also below. The direction and whirl of the
sea is shown on the plans. It breaks parallel to the beach. After the late heavygales the river-
channel set towards the west, passing close to the stem of the wrecked vessel. This was theresult
of the south-east sea throwing up the sand and forming a submerged spit from the east head,
extending across the entrance. At last it extended the whole way, and the river then cut out anew
channel straight out, that portion of the old spit on the west side being washed up and along the
beach, or carriedinto the river by the flood-tide, as is usual with rivers on sandy coasts elsewhere.
The Waimata and Taruhoru Eivers have been examined, and I believe no practical deposit need be
feared from them, thebulk of sand in the Turanganui coming in from the sea.

" The conditions being as indicated, I propose to construct a solid pier on the east side, being,
in reality, a continuation of that bank of theriver. This pier would extend seawards to the same
extent, and be parallel to Sir John Coode's. It would be constructed in a somewhat similar
manner, and be available for shipping for its whole lengtii when depth permits. The object of this
pier is not only for shipping purposes, but also to shelter the bar and intercept in future the sand
thrown up by the south-east gales. At the foot of Peel Street a groin is shown projecting sea-
wards. It is proposed to construct this from time to time as circumstances and funds permit, its
object being to guide the ebb-current, form a tidal reservoir, and prevent any drift-sand between
high- and low-water mark from being carriedinto the harbour. Ultimately, it wouldform part of a
wharf when additional berthage wasrequired.

" I may point out that the works as indicated will interfere in no way with the present
shipping; that, although it is not the intention to do anything directly at present to improve the
river, yet nothingis done which willprevent its being utilised in future, and indirectly the main
pier will cause the bar to be scoured out probably to the papa, the result being that as the work
goesout a substantial benefit will be obtained, and whencompleted the larger vessels will discharge
at the pier and the smaller in the river.

" Future works are indicated in the plan. They consist of an extensive reclamation on the
town side, with wharves extending from thecattle-yard seaward ; of reclamation, with wharves, on
the Kaiti Bank; of blasting and dredging thebar; and, finally, of carrying the outer end of Peel
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Street Wharf to within the distance of the main pier shown on drawing, and extending that pier
400ft. further. These works are in the distant future, and are only indicated to complete the
scheme. "I have, &c.,

"John Thomson, C.E.,
" Engineer to Harbour Board, Gisborne, Poverty Bay.

" J. Blackett, Esq., M.lnst., C.E., Engineer-in-Chief, Marine Department,
Wellington."

" Memorandum for the Hon. the Minister, Marine Department, re Gisborne Harbour Plans.
"Public Works Department, Wellington, New Zealand, 10th November, 1885.

"It will be observed that Mr. Thomson advises a complete departure from the plan proposed
by Sir John Coode. His reasons are stated fully for so doing; and, should the information which
he has collected from observations during a period of four months' residence be applicable to the
whole year, his reasons may be considered good. It is to be noted that the months during which
the observations were made—viz., July, August, September, and October—include winter and spring
months, during which it might be expected that almost every variety of change would occur, such
as heavy floods and strong winds, &c. Sir John Coode designed a small detached harbour, con-
nected with the shore by moans of an open iron viaduct, to allow the sand free movement along
the coast, and to guard especially against the movement of sand from the w7est, which would, he
feared, fill up any harbour constructed with a solid breakwater. Mr. Thomson fails to find any
indication of a constant movement of sand from the west—in fact, he has found evidence of a move-
ment in the opposite direction, and argues from this that a solid main breakwater may with safety
be adopted; and to guard against the chance of a movement of sand from the west his plan
includes a smaller and lighter solid breakwater, for the purpose of checking any such movement.
Assuming this new information to be correct, and taking it at its full value, I see no objection to
the erection of such a breakwater as now proposed. A slight modification might, however, be
introduced so as to insure the ebb-tide and flood-waters following closely the inner line of the
breakwater—viz., by changing the direction of this line, say, at a distance of about 800ft. from the
root, by an angle of about 3°, as shown by a green line on the tracing. The position of the western or
smaller breakwatermight also be altered with advantage, by moving its point of junctionwith the
shore westward fully 600ft. This would cost no more, would include a larger harbour-area, and
more waterfor scouring purposes. These modificationsI should recommend for adoption.

"John Blackett.
" P.S.—I beg to submit for your consideration whether Sir John Coode's opinion should not

be obtained on the alteration of his design for a harbour at this place, laying before him, of course,
all the latest information and reports on the question. I believe Sir John is now in Australia.—
J.8."

415. The Chairman.] Your memorandumwas written on the supposition that they were going
to carry it out the full length ?—Yes, as a whole. It must stand or fall by that.

416. Mr. Thomson's report refers to the pier as shown on this plan?—Yes.
417. Upon reading thereport and examining the plan, you recommended the Government to

do certain things: howfar would the opinion you then formed, and the recommendation you gave
the Government, be modified had you known they were going out only 1,160ft.?—I would not have
approved of it at all.

418. Now, assuming that to be the length determined on, is it your opinion that the sand may
be brought round the shorter length, and shoal up the harbour'?—Quite likely.

Mr. Whyte : I think, if you saw it, you would say there is none worth speaking of. You should
see theplace.

419. The Chairman.] But still, in your opinion, there must be some sand held back by the
back drift?—Yes, I think so—that is, on the eastern side.

Mr. Whyte : Then the quantity must be extremely small.
420. The Chairman.] If it comes in with the southerly gale, and formed the spit Mr. Thomson

speaks of, would not the effect be the same—to accumulate the deposit of sand in otherplaces when
the wind and sea acted in another direction?—lt would.

421. Now, it is intended to carry out this pier or jetty 1,160ft. : is that a work that commends
itself to your professional idea—such as wouldafford safe accommodation for shipping? Involving as
it docs an expenditure of £40,000, do you think that is a work which should be allowed to pro-
ceed, or which you wouldrecommend, having in view the amount of public benefit to be derived
from it?—It is a scheme that I should not recommend if it stopped there.

422. Mr. Boss.] You meanas not being a complete work?—Yes.
423. Mr. Graham.] Do you think it would be of any use at all?—It would be of use in fine

weather.
424. Mr. Whyte.] They cannot afford to go the whole distance out : the question, then, is, if

they go half way, will they have something that willbe of use to them? Of course, they hope some
day to go on according to the original plan ; but the portion they now propose to make—would it bo
of use to them ?—Yes, in fine weather.

425. But it would be of some use to them, evenif theycould not afford to complete the whole ?
—Yes.

426. But if made according to Sir John Coode's plan it would not ?—No ; not till the whole,
or nearly the whole, of the work was done.

[The witness was examined at considerable length on the maps and plans of the locality and
works.]

427. The Chairman.] Suppose this pier to stop at 1,160ft., is it likely that Captain Sinclair's
statement could be verified—that sand would shoal up in the harbour?—lt is possible that it might
do so in a certain place.
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428. But it would not prevent the channel being kept open?— There would be always a
channel.

429. By which a small steamermight pass in?—Yes.
430. But she would have a difficulty in doing so?—She might have a difficulty in turning

round.
431. But she would have to hit the channel very accurately, or she would go ashore?—Yes.
432. In any case you think there should be a turn of 100ft.?—No ; that would make it worse

than ever.
433. Why ?—Because the turn would be in the wrong place.
434. You base that opinion on the fact that the work as proposed does not go out far enough?

—Yes.
435. But still you think that Captain Sinclair may be right —that, unless in fine weather, a

vessel could not lie alongside on account of the swell, which would make the vessel bump against
the breakwater ?—Yes.

436. Mr. Graham.] Have you any idea of the quantity of sand that would get round ?—I have
not.

437. If it were demonstrated to you that there was very little sand there, that would get rid of
Captain Sinclair's objection, would it not?—Yes, to a great extent.

438. Suppose there was not any sand coming through, would that meet the objection ?—Yes, if
it could be proved.

439. Mr. Thomson says there is no travelling sand there at all ?—I think that, after being
there for two or three years, he would be likely to be correct, having carefully examined theplace.
When he first planned the work he had been only about four months there. What Captain
Sinclair speaks of is going on at the mouth of almost every river, more or less.

440. The Chairman.] If the work is carried the full length is it your opinion that would pre-
vent the sand coming round altogether?—lf the work was carried out andcompleted I presume not.

Mr. Boss : But, according to the evidence, it is banking up slowly.
The Chairman : What is presumed in Captain Sinclair's evidence is that if the work is carried

out only to this distance the sand would still come round.
Mr. Whyte : If there were a fiftieth part of the sand here that is usually found on the other

parts of the coast, Iwould not think for a moment of supporting this scheme.
Mr. Boss : Captain Sinclair says there is a backwash by which the sand is taken back—that

is,round again.
Mr. Graham : He said so.
Mr. Allen: It is most people's experience of rivers and harbours that the sand begins to work

round when the ordinary flowand ebb of the tideis interrupted.
Mr. Graham : That is, if you have a large-enough supply of sand ; but thisbay is a very small

bay, so that you might presume there was no large supply, suppose that sand does travel in one
particular direction : but there is scarcely anything but papa rock on the eastern side.

Mr. Whyte : Practically, the quantity of sand that you have to contend with here is worth very
little considerationcompared w7ith that in other works of this kind.

The Chairman : But it must be taken as a fact that there is sand here to form this spit.
Mr. Graham: The idea is that it must have come from the papa rock; but that is as bare

as my hand.
441. Mr. Allen.] The sand on the beach—where does that come from?—That would probably

be thrown up from the bottom. Captain Sinclair says it comes in from the south-east to
this bank.

Mr. Graham : There is very little.
Mr. Whyte : There are not as many barrels of it as there are hundreds of thousands of tons at

New Plymouth.
442. The Chairman.] Have you, Mr. Blackett, seen Mr. Higginson's report ?—Yes.
443. He says that as the workstands at present it would be useless, and taking all circum-

stances into considerationhe recommends that an extension shouldbe made to such a distance that
it would be of some use, and that they should be allowed to spend £40,000 for that purpose. If I
understand you aright you would not make a recommendationof thatkind. That it would bo useful
in fine weather is all that you can say, even with that extension?—Yes.

Mr. Whyte : That is the opinionof an engineer; but Mr. Blackett might give us more informa-
tion as to the necessity of this work—as to the trade of the place.

Mr. Blackett: I can give no opinion upon that.
The Chairman : He would not recommend the expenditure of this £40,000.
Mr. Whyte : I think we would be entitled to the information and knowledge that a business-

man would have of the trade of the port.
The Chairman : Mr. Blackett says that he is of Captain Sinclair's opinion, that vessels would

be able to lie alongside only in fine weather.
444. Mr. Graham.] How far along the breakwater would that apply ?—Several hundred

feet.
445. The Chairman.] Captain Sinclair says vessels would bump against the pier and be injured

in rough weather : is that your opinion, Mr..Blackett?—Yes.
446. Will you please supply the Committee with a copy of Mr. Thomson's report and your

memorandum in reference thereto ?—Yes.
Mr. A. Geaham, M.H.8., further examined.

Mr. Graham asked to be allowed to make a statement to the Committee:—As to Captain
Sinclair's evidence, I do not suppose that in one out of every ten trips he comes ashore at Gisborne.
With reference to the opinion of Mr. Blackett as regards the sand coming in, I think Mr. Blackett
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should have been put in possession of the quantity of sand (or as nearly so aspossible) supposed to be
likely to come in, as ascertained by reliable data, before he is asked to give an opinion as to the
result of carrying out the work to the point here indicated. The fact that he was not put in
possession of such a calculation as to the quantity of sand on the eastern side of the breakwater
prevents his speaking authoritatively as to whether sand is likely to come round the end of the
work from the eastern side. It seemed to me as if Mr. Blackett would not approve of the work
■when carried out to the point indicated, if it were to be regarded as a complete work ; but even then,
if we had 13-J-ft. of water, the work would still be of great advantage to the port in the meantime,
and we hope, in course of time, to carry it to completion—that is, the complete plan as authorised,
if not further. Indeed, it is one of theparticular advantagesof this plan that the work is capable of
being extended from time to time as circumstances permit, and be still available and of great
service as the workprogresses, even without putting a turn on it as Captain Sinclair suggests. The
next point is as to the benefit likely to accrue from this work to the harbour and district. I would
point out that this district has been settled only about fifteen years. When I went there first the
number of sheep was between thirty and forty thousand. But from the returns of the 31st May,
1887, the number of sheep was 452,394. Eighteen years ago it was unsafe to live there. After
Te Kooti's raid nearly the whole of the European population had to leave. The whole of the
development which has taken place has accrued within fifteeen years. The number of sheep in the
other twenty-one counties comprising the Auckland Provincial District is only 299,479, or about
153,000 less than in Cook County alone. The increase of sheep in Cook County between 31st
May, 1886, and 31st May, 1887, was 66,007. This was considerably the largest increase of any
county in New Zealand for that year. The increase in Hawke'sBay County, with 1,251,000 sheep,
was only 37,643 during the same year. This increase is bound to go on in the future, and Gisborne
to become the shipping port of a large and important district, being its only possible outlet. As to
the acreage in the county, there arc 408,000 acres of Native lands rated under Crown and Native
Lands Bating Act; 365,500 acres Native lands, rates paid otherwise, in European occupation;
640,000 acres Native lands not rated at all; 450,000 acres Crown lands, not occupied ; and 455,000
acres on which rates are paid by Europeans. The 365,500 acres of Native land occupied by
Europeans is mostly held under defective titles, which they cannot improve until the titles are
completed. Indeed, it is only a patch of the whole district that can be 'regarded as settled at all.
As to Tologa Bay, they come to Gisborne along the coast by a road which is gradually being made
available for dray-traffic. If we had the same facilities for obtaining cheap freight as they have in
Napier, we could load wool-ships at the same rate as in Napier. The coastal freight would be less,
and that, of course, would be a very considerable benefit to the coast. There is a vast extent of
country totally unoccupied, which is sure to be taken up if good titles can be obtained and the
country is opened up by roads. By these roads most of the lands would send down their produce
of all kinds to Gisborne.

Mr. Whyte : That is the great point—roads. Eor the want of roads the district is only about
one-fifth developed.

The Chairman: Assuming the Committee were to decide to allow the works to proceed, or to
recommendthisextension, would the HarbourBoard object to taking a poll of the ratepayersbefore
entering on it ?

Mr. Graham : Ido not think so. I would advise them to do it.
447. The Chairman.] Would they be willing to restrict the rate levied in Cook County to

what it is at present?—I think so. I think the opinion of every one of the present members of the
Board is strongly against spending more than is absolutely necessary—more than the id. and Id.
rate would cover. They believe, from the advance of the district, that would be sufficient.

448. Would the Board object to the balance of the loan being tied up in such a way as to be
unable to expend it without coming to Parliament?—No ; that is practically clone now.

449. Supposing, then, we were to restrict the rating radius as regards the county and extend it
as regards the borough, would there be any land outside which might be taken in as getting a
direct benefit from these works—that is, is there any land around the borough which would be
properly rated with the borough ?

Mr. Whyte : No doubt there is.
450. The Chairman.] How far is TologaBay ?—Thirty-six miles.
451. Supposing we were to fix the radius at five miles round the borough, would that do?—ln

my opinion it ought to be taken further. There is a great deal of the best land in the district situated
ten or twelve miles from the borough. As a matter of fact, I consider all the land in the county
would be benefited by the work. But the great difficulty in the district is connected with Native
lands. People will not improve until they get a perfect title; indeed, it has been costing as much
to get the titlesto Native lands completed as the whole of the interest upon the loan : yet, in spite
of all that, the district has increased to the extent I have described. But there is one thing I
should specially point out to the Committee : If these w7orks are stopped it will be very difficult to
get them started again. It will leave the impression on every one's mind that the thing is wholly
useless.

452. Mr. Allen.] You put the number of sheep at 452,394: how much of that is in the
northern part of Cook County ?—There might be eighty or a hundred thousand; I cannot say
exactly.

453. The Chairman.] With regard to the rate-roll, do you get a special roll made for these
rating-powers ?—The Board takes the municipal roll and the county roll.

454. Would there be much difficulty if we were to make the rating radius ten miles ? Are
most of the ratepayersresident in the district in the event of a poll being demanded?—Most of the
absentees are on the coast.

455. Assuming they were willing to vote for the work, there would be no difficulty in getting
an actual majority of ratepayers on the roll ?—I do not think so.
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456. Mr. Allen.] Did you issue an address when the first poll was taken?—Yes.
457. This is a copy it?—l was Chairman of a Committee authorised to draw up some statistics.

We assumed that the power was given to levy a rate of Id. and 2d.
458. The Chairman.] What is the amount received under the Crown Lands Bating Act ?—The

exact figures were given in Mr. Bourke's evidence.
459. Mr. Allen.] You say in your address, without any parliamentary tax on property you

could do with -|d. in the borough and Id. in the county ?—Yes. We calculated on an increase in
rating-values and in the trade which has not come about, and possibly, also, with a view to
getting a vote, rather exaggerated the prospects.

460. Mr. Whyte.] Do you not build more than anything else on the change of Native-land
legislation?—Yes. With good titles a great deal of money would have been expended in the
district, and values would have much increased.

461. The Chairman.] Howmuch nearerto that are you now ?—The Native-policy Bills arenow
before the House. It appears to me, however, that the people would like to go on with the work,
and make up any deficiency out of wharfages and port dues, not out of increasedrates on property.

462. Mr. Whyte.] That would go on increasing with the increase of trade?—Yes, certainly.

APPENDIX.
Telegiums handed ik by Mr. Gkaham, M.H.E.

Andrew Graham, M.H.8., Wellington.
Total rates North Tologa, three hundred and twenty, eleven, four.—John Boueke, Gisborne,
31st July, 1888.

Andrew Graham, M.H.E., Wellington.
Declarations as follows from Chrip, McGiven, and Skinner (Gisborne Harbour Act, 1888).

Evidence of Captain Chrip.—l, Thomas J. Chrip, of Gisborne, shipmaster, solemnly and sin-
cerely declare as follows :—1. I am a master mariner, holding a foreign-going certificate, and reside in Gisborne. I have
had my residence there during the last twenty years, for ten years of which time, down to 1883, I
was Harbourmaster of the Port of Gisborne. I assisted in making the surveys and in taking the
soundings of Poverty Bay upon which Sir John Coode founded his report as to a harbour there. I
am therefore intimately acquainted with the bay and the Turanganui Biver and bar. I know the
breakwater nowin course of construction, and I have particularly watched its progress.

2. I informed Sir John Coode, and it is my opinion still, that there is a tide-drift from the
westward, along the Waikanae Beach, towards the mouth of the Turanganui Biver, which carries
sand, and forms, or helps to form, the river-bar. If the Waikanae Beach groin, which forms part
of the authorised breakwaterworks, were constructed, that would form an effectual stop to the drift
of sand I speak of.

3. Is the bar deeper or shallower since the breakwater was commenced?—The wateron the
bar is deepeningsteadily, and will, in my opinion, continue to deepen as the work is carried out.

4. If the breakwaterw7ere extended out to 1,100ft., what effect wouldit have on the channel of
the river?—Provided the groin were built to suit, I think the first "fresh" in the river would
entirely clear out the bar, while these works would prevent it forming again.

5. Is there any ground for holding that the breakwater, when constructed, and as it is con-
structed, will simply carry the bar outwards, and increase the deposit of sand all along inside
of breakwater?—No one, lam sure, acquainted with the works and theriver-entry would say so. I
look upon that as an absurdity. The facts are deadagainst sucha view, and so, I think, is common-
sense. I speak after careful observation, made during many years and under variety of circum-
stances, and the conclusionI have come to is that, the works being constructed, the bar would
disappear, as would all the sand inside thebreakwater along the river-channel down to the rock. It
is manifestly doing so even now7, just as the work is extended. What was formerly sand-covered is
now bare rock.

6. Would the breakwater, if extended to 1,100ft., be of use to shipping and the district?
—The " Ohau" and the "Omapere,"and vessels of that class, would work cargo alongside all the
year round, with few exceptions. I say " with few exceptions," because, even in the winter season,
when south-easterly gales are experienced, the weather at the usual times of arrival of these
vessels may be perfectly smooth, as often happens. I think it would be safe to say that
three hundred days of the year such vessels could work cargo alongsideof the breakwater; when
the expense andrisk of lightering wouldbe avoided—and these are serious at present—and live-stock,
so abundant in the district, could be got on boardwithout the very serious expense, as well as the
delay and the bashing about and damage they receive in shipping. So great are these that it is
seldom worth sending stock to market, as they do not pay. Facilities given for shipping live-stock
would really mean a substantial profit on their sale.

7. Do you know Captain Sinclair, of the s.s. " Tarawera" ?—Yes.
8. Are you aware whether he is possessed of special qualifications and knowledge of the river

and harbour-works to give a reliable opinion as to the usefulness of the works and the effect their
construction would have ?—As to his qualifications in general, I suppose he is as good as the run of
shipmasters would be for that purpose : but I am satisfied he can have no special knowledge of the
river and works, because he seldom comes ashore ; and I think I am safe to say he has not been
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asnoreduring the last three to four years. I believe he has a chronic dread of PovertyBay, having
once touchedrock from anchoring in the wrong place. He always now anchors about two miles
off, in the most exposedsituations. [Shown telegram stating evidence given by Captain Sinclair, and
reads same.] His statements are wild and loose, and are made without knowledge. I cannot
understand a man in his position making statements so rashly and carelessly. My statements
already made hereon, I think, completely answer his. His are anything but reliable.

And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by
virtue oi the provisions of " The Justices of thePeace Act, 1882."—Thomas Chrip.

Declared at Gisborne this 31st day of July, 1888, before me, W. Sievwright, notary public.
Evidence of Archibald McGiven.—l, Archibald McGiven, diver, Gisborne, solemnly and

sincerely declare as follows :—
1. I am employed as diverfor the Gisborne Harbour Board at the harbour-works now being

constructed, and I have been engaged in like work at Home for six years, and during the past nine
years in New Zealand.

2. In the ordinary course of my work at Gisborne Harbour works last week I had to examine
the site of the works 80ft. ahead of where the breakwater now reaches. I find that the river-
channel is clear of sand to therock at the end of the works built, and some 18ft. beyond. At end
of 18ft. I found about 9in. of mud on the line of the inner side of the work, with 6in. of sand on the
top of it. I can say positively that the channel of theriver along the inner side of thebreakwater
is deeper than when works werebegun. The sand isscoured out down to the rock, which is nowbare.
It is plain that there is a clearing-outof the sand to a considerable extent ahead and in line of the
works. Out as far as the 80ft. I went the scour appears to carry the sand away. The deepest
part at the 80ft. which I got was 15in. of mud and sand.

3. What amount of scour do you find in the channel?—Besides the ordinary weight of 2101b.,
I have had to be weighted from 301b. to 341b. extrato enable me to keep on my legs in the channel
in the line of the works : the scour is very strong. There has now beenfinished about 360ft. of the
breakwater, and the sand has all scoured out to that distance and beyond, so that the rock is bare
along the inner or river side of the works.

4. Is the river-bar deepeningor becoming shallower?—The bar is certainly deepening, and, in
point of fact, vessels arenow able to take thebar at a lower state of the tide than they used to before
the works were out so far. The extension of the works has had theeffect of deepeningthe bar. As
a matter of fact, instead of thebar following the works outward, there is more water on wdiat is
commonly called the bar than there is some distance up the river.

5. How do you find the sea in the bay affect your work as diveras compared with other places
of which you have had experience?—I have had a longexperience of diving, and there has been loss
interruption at Gisborne than at any otherplace I have w7orked on at a breakwater.

And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by
virtue of the provisions of an Act of the General Assembly of New Zealand intituled "The Justices
of thePeace Act, 1882."—Archibald McGiven.

Declared at Gisborne this 31st day of July, before me, W. Sievwright, notary public.
Evidence of Captain Skinner.—l, John Henry Skinner, of Auckland, shipmaster, solemnly and

sincerely declare as follows :—
1. I am master of the schooner " Gisborne," and trade regularly from Auckland to Gisborne.

I have been so engaged during the last twelveyears. The " Gisborne" carriesa hundred tons, and I
always takeher over the Turanganui Biver bar to the town wharf.

2. lam intimately acquainted, from experience, w7ith the Turanganui Biver and the bar. I
know the breakwater now being built. It is now about in line with the river-bar, and I have fre-
quently observed and examined it. I believe I am competent to form a sound opinion as to the
effect of thebreakwater on the bar and the river.

3. Is the river-channel along the line of breakwater, so far as that has gone, shallower or
deeper than it was before the w7orks were commenced?—It is deeper about Ift., and it is gradually
deepening. It is certainly not a fact that thebar is worse now than before the works were com-
menced.

4. Suppose the breakwater extended to, say, I,looft.—that is, to 13-Mt. depth to the sand—
what effect would that have on the bar?—It would deepen thebar, or clear it out. That is the
effect already, and I have every reason to think like results would follow from extending—only
greater. It is absolutely certain that thebar is already deepening. If the breakwater were extended
as mentioned, and if the groin authorised from Waikanae Beach were built, then, in my judgment,
the cause or causes of sand accumulating and forming a bar w7ould be, I think, completely removed.

5. Will breakwater I,looft. out be Of use for loading and discharging steamers like the" Ohau "
and " Omapere" and smaller vessels?—Yes, in ordinary weather; but not with a south-east wind
and sea. The prevailing wind is about north-west, and the bay is then smooth, and vessels could
easily be worked alongside. That would be the case 275 days at least in the year. I think such abreakwater would be aboon to the shipping of the port.

And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by
virtue of the provisions of an Act of the General Assembly intituled " The Justices of thePeace Act,
1882."—John H. Skinner.

Declared at Gisborne aforesaid this 31st day of July, 1888, before me, W. Sievwright, notary
public.

Gisborne, 31st July, 1888. William Sievwright, Chairman.
[Approximate Cost of Paper.—Preparation, nil; printing(1,375 copies),£21 Bs. 6d.]

Authority; Geoboe Didsbuey, Government Printer, Wellington.—lBBB.
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