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AcarREGATE CosT oF REcrAmATION AT THE CoMmPLETION OF A COMPREHENSIVE SCHEME COVERING,
say, Ten YEars.

(1) Amounts already spent— £ £
Out of breakwater loans (see Exhibit No. 148) .. .. o .. 22,000
1912 reclamation loan .. .. .. .. .. .. 30,000
52,000

(Note : It is certain that more than this has been spent out of loan-money
on reclamation, but the exact amount cannot be obtained.)

{2) To be expended (Hay and Rochfort’s dewatering scheme and estimates (Exhibit
No. 44) modified to co-ordinate with Mr. (. F. Clapcott’s scheme in
relation to the Richmond Block)—
(a) 28-acre Block—
Cost of completing reclamation .. .. .. .. .. 2,900
Cost of surveying, roading, &ec. .. .. . .. .. 4,800

7,700
(Deducting reserves and roads leaves 19} acres net, or 117 allot-
ments.)

(b) Richmend Block, 722 acres.

Deduct suburban 600 acres (to be raised by pumping).

Rural .. 222 acres at £27 per acre (Exhibit No. 44, page 6) 5,994
(¢) Awatoto Block (all rural), 590 acres at £12 10s. per acre (Fxh]blt No. 44 page 6) 7,375
(4} Reclaiming by pumping silt (Hay and Rochfort’s scheme (Fxhlblt No. Ah)

North Ponds, 550,000 cub. yd. at 1s. .. . .. 27,500
South Ponds, 265,000 cub. yd. at 10d., 60 acres .. .. .. 11,040
Roading, £200 per acre over all . - .. . 12,000
50,540
Less cost of dredge (included in Mr. Clapcott’s figures) .. .. 1,000
—— 43,540
(Deducting roads and reserves leaves 37 acres net, or 185 lots.)
(e) G. I. Clapcott’s estimates (page 489, evidence)—
Richmond Block, 500 acres, suburban—
Reclaiming banks dredge &e. .. .. .. .. 107,000
Roads, bridges, &ec. .. .. .. .. 178,000
e 185,000
(Deducting 170 acres for reserves and roads leaves 330 acres,
or 1,930 allotments.) _—
Total cost .. B .. .. ..£301,609

Annual charges : (a) Interest and sinking-fund charges, £18,000 per annum ; (b) cost of operating
pumping-stations.

AcerEGATE RENTALS FROM RECLAIMED LANDS wHEN RECLAMATION OF AwaTtoro, RicamoxDn, 28-
ACRE BLoOCKS, AND THE NORTH AND SoUTH PONDS ARE RECLAIMED AND FULLY LET.

£
Awatoto Block : Rural—590 acres at £3 per acre .. . .. 1,770
28-acre Block: Residential—117 allotments at £7 per lot .. .. 819
Richmond Block—

Rural—222 acres at £3 per acre . . . . 666
Residential—1,980 lots at £7 each .. .. .. .. 13,860
Ponds : Residential-—185 lots at £6 .. . .. .. 1,110
18,225

Plus present rentals, £8,000 (less any rents now received from any of the above
blocks) .. .. o . .. .. .. 8,000
Aggregate rental (subject to above deduction) .. £26,225

Nore.—These statements must be considered in the light of the following considerations :—

Cost of reclamation (1) Must be kept within estimates if the above result is to be attained;
(2) must be loaded with interest on loans during reclamation and period of land s’oandmg
unlet ; cost of advertising and letting : (3) contribution to Hawke’s Bay Rivers Board
must be contemplated as an addition to cost. (See section 17, Hawke’s Bay Rivers Act,
1919.)

Increased rentals from blocks let for industrial and other special sites will tend to better the
position, but against this must be considered the possibility of some areas being taken

by public bodies at cost or at low rentals,
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PART 20.—ALLEGED NON-SUBMISSION OF PLANS OF PROPOSED WORK.

Has vae HarBours Acr, 1923, Srerions 168 1o 171, BEEN coMPLIED WITH ?

In the recitals introducing our order of reference there appears, * And whereas by the Nupier
Harbour Board Empowering and Loan Act, 1914, the Board was, subject to the provisions of the Har-
bours Act, 1908, and of the said Act of 1914, duly authorized to construct such harbour-works as should,
by the Board, be considered necessary . . . in and about the construction, completion, and
development . . . of the Inner Harbour portion of the said harbour, but has not, as required
by the Harbours Act, 1908, submitted plans of the proposed works for the approval of the Governor-
General in Council, except in so far as relates to the reconstruction of certam existing works.”

Amongst the questions submitted to us is the following, viz.: “ Generally to inquire into and
report upon the premises and any matter arising thereout which may come under your notice in the
course of your inquiries, and which you consider should be investigated in conunection therewith.”

It is premised by the recital quoted above that the Board has, in breach of the Harbours Act,
failed to submit to the Governor-General in Council plans of works which it has nndertaken in the
direction of constructing and developing the Inner Harbour. This allegation was, at the hearing before
us, denied by the Chairman of the Harbour Board, and, according to the documentary evidence, is
questioned by the Harbour Board. It seems to us, therefore, to be a matter into which we should
inquire and on which we should make a finding. .

The relevant provisions of the Harbours Act (now Act No. 40 of 1923) are in sections 5 and 168
to 171, inclusive. In section b appears a definition of ““ harbour-works.” Firstly, there is a definition
in general terms, in the words “any works for the improvement, protection, management, or
utilization of a harbour ”; and, secondly, there is an enumeration of the various works and
structures that usually form part of a harbour and its equipment.

There is no general inherent power in IHarbour Boards to construct harbour-works, but by
sections 168, 169, and (in special cases) section 179 Harbour Boards may, in the manner therein
prescribed, obtain authority to construct harbouar-works. Section 168 preseribes that, in the case
of four major harbour-works—viz., (1) reclamation of land from sea or harbour waters, (2) graving-
docks, (3) docks, and (4) breakwaters—no construction shall be entered on except under the aunthority
of a special Act of Parliament. There is a proviso to this subsection which has no application to the
present case. The applicant for such special Act must deposit at the office of the Marine Department
a plan . . . prepared by a licensed surveyor, showing all tidal waters coloured blue, and the
extent of the land sought to be obtained for the purpose of the said Act.

Section 169 provides that with respect to harbour-works other than those referred to in section
168 (i.e., other than the four major harbour-works enumerated above) no Board shall commence
or . . . construct such works without the sanction of the Governor-General in Council first
obtained in the manner cited in a succeeding section.

These two sections between them cover all possible harbour-works that any Harbour Board
might wish to construct, and they prescribe the source of the authority that must be obtained before
the work is undertaken. In the case of the four works deseribed above as major works the authority
must be an enactment of the Legislature ; in all other cases it must be the sanction of the Governor-
General in Couneil.

Section 171 then prescribes the procedure that must precede the actual commencement of the
making or construction of the harbour-work. It enacts that the constructing authority shall
deposit at the office of the Marine Department a plan in duplicate of the whole work, showing all
the details of the proposed work and the mode in which it is proposed the same shall be carried out.
It provides further that if it appears to the Governor-General in Council that the proposed work will
not be or tend to the injury of navigation he may approve the deposited plan.

It is, we think, clear that the restriction placed on the actual commencement of works by
section 171 applies to all or any harbour works or work, whether it is the construction of, for instance,
a breakwater under the authority of a special Act of Parliament obtained under the provisions of
section 168, or, say, the building of a jetty under the authority of the Governor-General in Council
obtained under the provisions of section 169. No matter which source of authority the constructing
Board relies on, it must, before commencing the actual construction, lodge a plan showing details
of the proposed work and the mode in which it is to be carried out, and procure the approval of that
plan by the Executive Council. It may be noted that in the case of a breakwater, for instance, the
approval of the detailed plans and specifications would be the approval by the Executive of detailed
plans of a work already authorized in general terms by the Legislature ; whilst in the case of a jetty
the minute of the Executive’s approval of the detailed plans would be, at the same time and by the same
act, the granting of the sanction which by section 169 is the basis of the authority to undertake the
work. This distinction, however, does not affect, in our opinion, the universal application of
section 171 to all classes of harbour-works.

In the present case the Napier Harbour Board, being desirous of embarking on the construction
of its Inner Harbour according to the plans (more or less modified) described in and accompanying
Messrs. Cullen and Keele’s 1912 report, sought legislative authority by a Bill, and obtained it when
that Bill became the Napier Harbour Board Empowering and Loan Act (No. 14, Local) of 1914.
That Act provides that it shall be lawful for the Board (subject to the provisions of the Harbours Act,
1908) to construct such works as are defined by the words ““ harbour works ” in that Act as shall be
considered necessary for the requirements of the Harbour of Napier in and about the construction,
completion, development, and improvement of the Inner Harbour pertion of the said harbour. The
Act then bestowed on the Board power to borrow, subject to the provisions of the Harbours Act, up
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to £300,000, to be applied in and about the construction, execution, and carrying-out of the works
above described.  The Act referred to—No. 14, Local, of 1914—was a special Act within the meaning
of the Iarbours Act, 1908, aud the Harbour Board, when applyiug for such Act, complied with the
provisions of the IHarbours Act (now section 168, referred to above) by depositing a plan, prepared
by a licensed surveyor, showing all tidal waters coloured blue, and the extent of the land sought to be
obtained for the purpose of the said special Act. A copy of that plun, described as M. No. 4057, was
produced to us as lixhibit No. 121,

The Harbour Board has, since the passing of its 1914 Empowering and Loan Act, undertaken
certain works that fall within the general description of “ Harbour-works ™ in and about the con-
struction, completion, development, and improvement of its Inner Harbour scheme- -viz., the building
of a boundary embankment, a deepening of the entrance of the inner entrance chanuel, and a rebuilding
in conerete of certain piers and quays. The Marine Department contends that before commencing
any of this work, as a part of the Inner Harbour construction authorized by the Act of 1914, the Board
should, in compliance with section L71, have deposited with the Department a plan of the whole work,
showing all the details of the proposed work and the mode in which it is proposed the same shall be
carried out. It is common ground that the Harbour Board has not deposited such a plan.  The
Harbour Board submits, in reply, that, as to parts of the work in question, it has acted under special
sanctions, and with the full knowledge and approval of the Executive of the Dominion; and as to
the remainder that it has from time to time submitted plans of the portions of work it proposed to
immediately embark on, and has obtained Orders in Conneil approving of such works. Lt {urther
submits that this method of procuring from time to time piecemeal permits only of portions of a whole
harbour scheme accords with the Department’s interpretation and administration of the Act in the
past, and that such practice is a sufficient compliance with the Harbours Act, 1923

The application of the law to the Acts of the Napier Harbour Board since 1914 is complicated
by the peculiar circumstances governing those actions and the nature of the works undertaken. We
shall refer later to the position thus created, but for the present we propose to deal with the general
principle raised by the respective contentions of the Marine Department and the Harbour Board. We
are of opinion that when a special Act empowers a Harbonr Board to carry out a certain work, that
wotk is in its entirety a ‘** whole work ” within the meaning of section 171, and before the Harbour
Board, pursuant to its empowering Act, commences the making or construction of the work it must,
to comply with its statutory duties, deposit a plan in duplicate of the whole work, showing all the
details of the proposed work and the more in which it is proposed the same shall be carried out. We
are of opinion that it commences the making or construction of the work when it commences the making
or construction of any portion of the whole work. It is a question of fact, to bhe decided fairly and
reasonably on a consideration of all the circumstances, whether any particular work commenced by o
Harbour Board is a “ harbour-work 7 complete in itself, or a portion of a general schieme which is,
on a view of the Board’s policy and authorities, a = whole work ** within the meaning of section 171
of the Harbours Act. It is, we think, quite clear that the plan depoxited under zection 163 with the
application for a special Aet cannot be viewed as a plun that also meets the requirements of section 171.
The first plan (section 168) is a surveyor’s plan, indicating the position of tidal works in relation to
the proposed harbour-works, and showing the aveas affected.  The scecond plan (section 171) is an
engineer’s plan, showing details of the proposed work and the mode in which it i propesed to construct
the work.  Furthermore, we think that it is equally clear that the work as @ whole must be laid before
and considered by the Department and be submitted for the approval of the Governor-General in
Council, and that the Governor-General in Council 1s entitled and expected, when the plan is submitted
for approval, to see each portion not as a separate work, but in its true setting as a part of a whole
work. If any object-lesson is necessary to point to the wisdom and necessity of such a provision in
the Harbours Act, we think that it will be found in the methods, actions, and expenditures of the Napier
Harbour Board. If, in the opinion of the legal advisers of the Governor-General in Council, there
should be any doubt as to our interpretation of the law on this present point, we strongly recommend
that the doubt should be removed by legiclation, so that the policy and practice of pleceneal construction
of a harbour be made impossible for the future.

We come now to a consideration of the problem raised by the application of the law to the
actions since 1914 of the Napier Harbour Board. We wish briefly to refer again to the Act (No. 14,
Localy of 1914. By section 7 the Board was empowered to carry out ** harbour-works ™ in the con-
struction of its Inner Harbour, and this includes, inter alic (vide interpretation clause, section 5,
Harbours Act), the building of an embankment, and the undertaking of dredging to deepen a chanmel.

By section 8, the Board is entitled, out of the loan-money thereby authorized, to repair and renew
its gquays and structures appertaining thereto, and to pnrchase the necessary material and a new
reclamation dredger. By section 14, the Board was empowered to fill up and reclaim certain lands.

The Board’s harbour scheme based on Cullen and Keele’s 1912 report and plans, required the
building of an embankment to define and enclose the Inner Harbour, and also to conneet Port Ahuriri
with the West Shore. It was quite apparent that this embankment could, and should, be constructed
so that it would serve to carry the liast Coast Road and Railway north of Napier, aud hy conference
between Cullen and Keecle, the Harbour Board, the Public Works Department, and the Hawke's Bay
County Council it was agreed that it should be so constructed. Agreements were entered into between,
firstly, the Harbour Board and the Minister of Public Works, and, secondly, the Harbour Board and the
Hawke’s Bay County Council. These agreements were validated by and incorporated into the
Port Ahuriri - West Shore Road and Railway Act, 1914, an Act which authorized the three parties
to the agreements ** to construct and use a combined road and railway embankment and bridge across
the Inner Harbour at Port Ahuriri from Port Ahuriri to West Shore.” It was under the authority
and provisions of this Act that the Board constructed the embankment in question in accordance with
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plans lodged with the Public Works Department, marked “ P.W.D. 35187.” The Harbour Board
considers, and submits through its counsel, that the authority given by the Port Ahuriri-West Shore
Road and Railway Act, 1914, was a sufficient authority, and relieved it of the necessity of depositing
plans and seeking approval of the Governor-General in Council under section 171 of the Harbours Act,
1908. With this contention we agree. We think it is a reasonable view to have taken, and, seeing that
the Port Ahuriri-- West Shore Road and Railway Act, 1914, is not a special Act under the Harbours
Act, but a special legislative authority to build a certain work under special circumstances, we
think also that that view is correct in law.  We think the special authority of the Port Ahuriri — West
Shore Railway Act lifts the building of this embankment out of the category of genmeral harbour-
works which are governed by the provisions of the Harbours Act.

As to the dredging-work authorized by Order in Council following on the deposit in May, 1923,
by the Harbour Board of its plan M.D. 56562, we consider that it is proved that this was a piece of
experimental dredging of the channel between the moles of the entrance to the Inner Harbour. We
are satisfied that it was undertaken as experimental dredging, and that on that basis it was approved
as a separate and complete piece of ‘ harbour-work.” It therefore does not tend to strengthen the
submission (otherwise sufficiently proved) that it has been the Department’s practice in the past to
sanction piecemeal plans of harbour-construction.

We now approach the question of quay-construction. The Act (No. 14, Local) of 1914 authorizes
this work under two distinct sections—s.e., under section 7 as construction of the Inner Harbour, and
under section 8 as repairs and renewals of the then-existing quays. The Board has since then
embarked on and completed works that fall clearly within section 8 as renewals of quays and structures,
It has also embarked on the construction of quays in concrete, on the lines of the West Quay, that are
equally clearly an instalment of the construction of the Inner Harbour according to Cullen and
Keele’s report and plans. Inextricably mixed with work under this latter heading is some work
that might in fairness be described as renewals of quays existing in 1914. We cannot say precisely
just where the line between these two classes of work is to be drawn, but we can and do say that that
line has indisputably been crossed, and that work has been undertaken that constitutes a fairly
substantial instalment of quays constructed in part realization of Cullen and Keele’s plans. No
plan of the whole work of which this is a part has ever been submitied. This, in our opinion, constitutes
a breach of section 171 of the Harbours Act as interpreted by us above. We are aware of the fact,
which we find to be proved as a fact, that in the past the Department seems to have accepted and
approved plans of portions of works without necessarily requiring plans of the whole work ; but, in
our opinion, that has no bearing on the question before us. That question is the interpretation of
section 171 of the Harbours Act, and, where a statutory provision is as clear as we hold that section
to be, departmental practice cannot be invoked to assist in its interpretation. At the same time, we
think it is reasonable that in considering our attitude, and the Department’s attitude to the position
of the Harbour Board in this matter of this breach of its statutory duties, the past practice of the
Department should be taken into account. It must be assumed that in the past the Department’s
officers at least acquiesced in the view which the Napier Harbour Board now puts forward, and in those
circumstances we think that the Board must be excused for its lapses in this connection. The
important point is that such a position should not be allowed to arise again.

There now remains the proposed purchase of the dredge ““ Kaione.” The evidence adduced at
the hearing made it quite clear to us that the Board sought to acquire this dredge for the purpose of
using her in the prosecution of Cullen and Keele’s scheme of Inner Harbour construction. The
letter of the Chairman (Mr. A. E. Jull) of the Board to the Minister for Marine, under date 4th June,
19217, leaves no room for doubt on that point. We are therefore of opinion that the expenditure of
£35,000 to £40,000 on that proposed purchase would be an expenditure on the work of construction
of the Inner Harbour, and is incidental to the dredging-work. In nearly all the engineers’ estimates
of cost of dredging for harhour-construction submitted to us the cost of the necessary equipment,
including dredges, is included in the unit cost of dredging. The proposed purchase of this dredge
is therefore, we hold, an initial step in the work of dredging, and therefore a part of the harbour
constructional work, and should not be the subject of a piecemeal approval, but should be considered
in relation to the whole work. It should not, @ fortiori, be permitted without authority, and the
question raised by the Chairman of the possibility of the Board purchasing it out of revenue is, in our
opinion, wholly beside the present point. Section 171 makes no distinction between harbour-works
constructed out of loan-moneys and those constructed out of revenue.

PART 21.-—A PROPOSED REFUND BY STATE TO HARBOUR BOARD OF PART COST OF
RAILWAY AND ROAD EMBANKMENT.

It was suggested by Mr. A. Ei. Jull, Chairman of the Harbour Board, in the course of his evidence
that if as a result of this Commission the Inner Harbour is not to be completed, the Harbour Board
should be recouped for its expenditure on the embankment which now carries the Fast Coast Railway
and road. The basis of this claim is that the embankment is of much heavier ‘construction that it
would have been had the Harbour Board built it for its own purposes merely as a harbour boundary,
and that if now the harbour is not to be proceeded with the embankment is of no use to the Harbour
Board.

- We are not prepared to make any such recommendation, as we cannot see any just basis for it.
Mr. R. W. Holmes, who was at that time Engineer-in-Chief of the Public Works Department, made
it clear in his evidence that the embankment was pushed further back than it would otherwise have
been, so as to enclose a larger area for harbour purposes, and this made it more costly to the Public
‘Works Department.

It may be very unfortunate from the point of view of the Ilarbour Board that this money is sunk
and gone, but we can see no principle at all on which it can be suggested that their loss should be
shared by the State. We have, therefore, no recommendation to make.
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PART 22.—CONSTITUTION OF HARBOUR BOARD AND REPRESENTATION THEREON.

Your Hxcellency’s order of reference requires us to report on any matter arising out of the fore-
going premises which might come under our notice in the course of our inquiries and which we consider
should be investigated.

One matter which we were asked to report on, and on which evidence was adduced, is a matter
comprised in the Napier Harbour Board Empowering and Loan Bill of 1926, appearing in section 4,
the marginal note to which is, ““ Alteration of constitution of the Board.”” We were asked to hear
evidence in support of the proposal therein contained—viz., that the number of members to be
elected as representing the Borough of Hastings should be increased {rom one to two.

We are of opinion that if the eounstitution of the Harbour Board is to be continued as it is at
present, either with or without the presence of non-elective members on the Board, a good case has
been made out for the inerease by one member in the number of representatives for Hastings, and we
are of opinion that this proposal should be given effect to.

We were also asked to consider the question of making a recommendation to the effect that
no further non-elective members to the Board should be appointed by the Governor-General. No
evidence wag placed before us touching the principle on which in certain cases non-elective members
are nominated to a Harbour Board by the Governor-General, and we do not feel qualified to make any
recommendation in the absence of a knowledge of that principle. Taking the view we have taken
of the past and present policy of the Board, we are inclined to think that the presence of the Gover-
ment nominees on this Board in the past has had a steadying and beneficial effect. We think we
should, however, place on record that evidence was given of a resolution passed unanimously at a
Harbour Association Conference in 1918. That resolution was to the effect that * the Conference
affirms the opinion that the principle of Government nominees on the Harbour Boards is unsound.”

There is, however, a larger aspect of this matter that we desire to deal with. We are unani-
mously of opinion that the matters brought to light in this inquiry reveal a fundamental weakness in the
constitution of the bodies by whicli harbour affairs are governed. We have in the case of the Napier
Harbour Board a Board of eleven elective and two nominative members. The elected members
represent a comparatively large district, comprising two fairly large boroughs, a number of small
towns, and a large rural population. The elective members are elected according to more than one
standard of gualification in the electors, and there is no attempt to preserve a reasonable relation
between voting-powers and financial responsibility. The policies of different portions of the Board
have been taken up on party lines, and all the worst features of party government have been introduced
into the controversy that has been engendered. The facts governing the subject-matter of the dispute
are technical and professional, and the carrying-out of the various policies involves the expenditure
of large sums of public money. Yet so well organized has been the party spirit, and so successful the
propaganda, that in the words of Mr. Jull (page 43, Notes of Iividence), *“ That portion of the district
which is responsible for 84 per cent. of payment of auny rates has since 1911, and n spiie of any
recommendations of engineers to the contrary been steadfast in their adherence to the Inner Harbour

roposal.”
P pWe think it shows an inherent weakness in the system that a policy involving the expenditure
of a large sum of money for the creation of what should be a permanent and elaborate unit in the
transport system of the Dominion can be carried through, almost to fruition, on a popular vote
obtained from such a constituency by such propaganda as appears in Exhibit No. 51, read in the
light of the history of the port at Napier.

From a national aspect all harbours are part of a composite Dominion transport system. They
are really complementary to the roads and railways of the country, although occasionally their
interests may conflict with land transport. Furthermore, the development or operation of ports which
are bad, either in the navigational or financial sense, inevitably tends to raise the general flat rates
for overseas transport to and from the Dominion, and to penalize in that way the whole of the country
by raising the general cost of living. For these national reasons we submit that all harbour-develop-
ment schemes should be carefully scrutinized by expert and unbiased advisers at the initial stage,
and especially before the question of shouldering the financial risk is put to payers of rates or dues.
We are of opinion that the records of harbour development in this country demonstrate that only by
some such methods of supervision can both local and national interests be effectively safeguarded.

In the electioneering pamphlet which we have already referred to (Exhibit 51) there appears the
statement, “ Napier is crowded with amateur engineers who can predict all kinds of difficulties to any
harbour scheme ”—and this statement is probably true. It is equally true that in Napier, as in other
towns in New Zealand which are in difficulties in the matter of harbour-construction, there is no lack
of amateur engineers who can put forward attractive schemes of harbour-construction, and who are
very impatient of the adverse criticism of men who have spent their lives studying the problems of
harbour-construction. We think that this national problem should be dealt with in a comprehensive
way. We do not feel competent, after having made a close study of the affairs of one New Zealand
harbour, to formulate the precise remedy, but the principles we are advocating have some precedent
in various measures of safeguarding community interests, as, for instance, in the provisions of the
Town-planning Act.

ContrACT PRICES AND DAY LaBoUR.

Another matter which we considered should to some extent be investigated in the course of our
inquiry, and on which much evidence was tendered, had relation to the cost of construction in concrete of
certain works undertaken by the Harbour Board. This evidence took the form of testimony by various
contractors of experience as to the cost per cubic yard of making concrete blocks. We also took
evidence on the same subject-matter from representatives of public bodies—viz., the Engineer-in-Chief
of Public Works ; the Engineer of the Napier Borough Council, and (speaking from his cost records)
the Secretary of the Napier Harbour Board. There was a great discrepancy between the prices of
these two classes of witnesses. Tor instance, Mr. Furkert deposed he was able to make a cubic yard
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of concrete at a minimum price at which, according to the same specifications, private contractors
alleged they were quite unable to turn out a cubic yard of concrete. The cross-examination of some
of the private contractors left no doubt whatever in our minds that they had been extremely liberal
in their estimates of the details of cost, and that the prices they arrived at were decidedly high. We
make no finding on any individual prices or figures submitted to us, but we recommend very strongly
that the Napier Harbour Board, as custodian of public money, should, before accepting any contract
involving such work, require close inquiry to be made as to the prospects of doing the same work at
a much lower cost by day labour under the supervision of its own foreman and officers.

PART 23.—COSTS OF THIS INQUIRY.

We have been further directed by Your Excellency to consider what sums representing the whole
or any portion of the costs of our inquiry should be borne by the Harbour Board, and by the respective
corporate bodies represented by the local authorities of any district lying wholly or partly within
the Napier Harbour Rating District as now constituted, and any other corporate body and individual,
or by any of them, and in consideration of this matter we were directed by Your Excellency to have
regard to the local scope of the Commission.

We have given due consideration to this matter, and we have had the benefit of being addressed
on the poiut by counsel for the Harbour Board (Mr. A. Gray, K.C.) and counsel for the Marine
Department (Mr. H. B. Lusk). In our opinion, the whole of the costs of the inquiry should be borne by
the Napier Harbour Board. We are of opinion that the appointment of this Commission and the
conduct of the hearing was necessary, and that the said necessity arose entirely through the actions
and poliey of the Board ; and, further, that the result of the inquiry is to the benefit of the Harbour
Board and its constituents.

In this connection we refer to the brief history of the Board set out in Part No. 8 of this report ;
to the vacillations of policy shown therein ; to the numerous costly reports obtained, only to be rejected
and scrapped whilst the Board resumed its search for an engincer who would give an answer agree-
able to the Board ; also to the Board’s inaction in the matter of reclamation for a period of approximately
twenty-five years—~an inaction that has inflicted great hardship and injustice on the residents of
Napier.

The costs will be comparatively high, and we regret that they must be visited on those who find
the revenue of the Napier Harbour Board, but on no prineciple of fairness can we justify to ourselves
the suggestion that any other body or person should be visited with a portion of them.

We beg to hand to Your Excellency herewith an order for payment of costs in accordance with
the above, for transmission to Your Excellency’s Minister for Marine.

PART 24—HARBOUR BOARD OFFICIALS AND STAFF.

Our inquiry at Napier involved the officials and staff of the Harbour Board in a great deal of
work. Much of this had to be done at high pressure, and it was in most cases associated at some
stage with the ordeal of examination : and cross-examination in the witness-box, and we wish to
express our appreciation of the manner in which all concerned performed their duties.

It was suggested by counsel for the Harbour Board, when we were addressed on the matter of
costs, that we might make a recommendation that an allowance should be made to the Chairman of
the Board, Mz. A. E. Jull, in recognition of the fact that during the six weeks covered by the inquiry
he was in constant attendance, living at Napier during that period, and devoting all his time and energies
to the presentation of the case. We fully recognize those facts. We have not agreed with Mr. Jull’s
views, we have not been able to endorse his policy, but those facts do not prevent us from recognizing
that Mr. Jull, as representative and champion of the majority party of the Harbour Board, sacrificed
all his time and energy for six weeks, and presented the case of that party with vigour, with a great
deal of ability, and, above all, in an excellent spirit. While recognizing all this, however, we do
not think that we should make the suggested recommendation. If it were made in favour of the
representative of the majority party, it must in fairness be made also in favour of Mr. P. F. Higgins,
the representative of the minority party. He also displayed a great deal of ability in putting his
facts and views before us, and it was not suggested that we should recommend an allowance to
him. Both are elected members of a local body, and there are obvious objections to recommending
payments for services rendered in the adwocacy of policies for snch bodies.

As to the work of the clerical and working staff of the Harbour Board, we feel constrained to
place on record our appreciation of this. Particular mention must be made of the Secretary, Mr.
J. P. Kenny; his energy and ability were beyond praise. We submitted numerous questions to
Mr. Kenny (see Exhibits 95 to 100 and 147 to 162), and the preparation of the answers to these must
have involved days and nights of work, the bulk of which in the matter of organization and co-
ordination must have fallen on Mr. Kenny, and not once did his intelligent ability, his knowledge of
his subject, or his courtesy fail him. We have no doubt that the remuneration of the staff for all
this extra work will receive attention from the Harbour Board. It may assist the Board in assessing
a just recompense to Mr. Kenny if we place on record our belief, firstly, that Mr. Kenny’s energy
and ability reduced the expenses of the Commission by -the cost of fourteen days’ sitting, and,
secondly, that if his secretarial knowledge had not been supplemented by a good grip of accountancy
principles it would probably have necessitated our requiring the services and report of a public
accountant. We beg to recommend a special remuneration of £100 to Mr. Kenny.

We have the honour to be, Your Excellency’s obedient servants,
Jomnn 8. Barrow, Chairman.
A. C. Macgenzie, M.Inst.C.E., Commissioner.
JouN B. Waters, Commissioner.

Dated at Wellington, this 29th day of September, 1927.
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APPENDIX TO REPORT.

TABLE A.—LIST OF NEWSPAPERS IN WHICH NOTICE OF SITTINGS WAS ADVERTISED.
Hawke's Bay Herald, Napier ;

Daily Telegraph, Napier ,
Warpukuraw Press : Worpawa Mail.

TABLE B.-—DAYS ON WHICH SITTINGS WERE HELD.

A1 NAPIER.

Friday, 5th August, 1927—10a.m. to 5 p.m.
Saturday, 6th August—10 a.m. to 12.20 p.m.

i A1 NAPIER—cORIIRUEA.

Monday, 5th September-—10 a.m. to 5 p.m.
. Taesday, 6th, to Friday, 9th

Monday, 8th, to [*ndav 12th August—10a.m. to 430 | 5 p.m.
p.m. Saturday, 10th September—9.30 a.m. to 12.30 p.m.
Monday, 15th, to Friday, 19th August—10a.m. to 4.30 « Monday, 12th September—9.30 a.m. to 5 p.m.
p.m. . Tuesday, 13th September--9 a.m. to 5 p.m.
Mt;)niay, 22ud, to Friday, 26th August—10 a.m. to 4.30 . AT WEHLLINGTON.
Monday, 29th August, to Friday, 2nd September—10 Monday, 19th September--2 p.m. to 4.40 p.r.

a,m. to 4.30 p.m.

| (Hearing declared closed.)

TABLE C—WITNESSES WHO APPEARED BEFORE COMMISSION.

Howke’s Bay Tribune, Hastings ;

9.30 a.m.

Name of Witness,

Description.

1. Juil, A. E.
2. Higgins, P. F.
3. Rarney, H. D.
4. Pengelly, R
5. Holmes, J. D
6. Hartman, Captain W H.
7. Chatfield, Captain S, A.
8. Waller, Captain Wm.
9. Worrall, Captain L. C. H.
. Edwin, Captain A, M.
. Collins, Captain H. ..
. Nicholson, Duncan ..
13.
. Holmes, R. W.
. Robertson, A. M. ..
. Brown, Captain A. H.
. Chudley, Captain T. H.
. Olphert, Captain W.
. Foster, Captain P. J.
. Rochford, Guy
21, Latham, G. A.
22, McLeay, K.

23. McDonald, J.
24. Canby, F. 8.
25. Kenny, J P.
. Allen, William R.
. Farkert, ¥. W. .
3. Hollis, Captain Hunh
. Kennedy, C. D.
.Monxwdl J. P
. Martin, T. W.
2, Oldham, J. H.
. Harvey, William
4. Godfrey, G. C.
. Hobson, H.
. Russell, A. C.
. Kelly, George
. Maddison, G. H.
39. Clapeott, G. TIn.
. Miller, J. H.
. Pulley, C. F.
. Morge, C. O.
3. McMillan, D). N.

. Northe, W. k.
. Brooks, K. S. ..
. Martin, William G. ..
. Ferguson, A, H.

White-Parsons, Captain H.

Chairman of Napicr Harbour Board.

Member of Napier Harbour Board.

Wharfinger, Napier Harbour Board.

Boring expert, Public Works Department.

Of Holmes and Son, Harbour Board’s consulting engineers.
Captain of s.s.  Tamaroa.”

Captain of s.s. ** Kaituna.”

Harbourmaster, New Plymounth.

Retired master mariner.

Coastal pilot, New Zealand.

Harbourmaster, Nelson, New Zealand.

Builder ; foreman carpenter for Harbour Board.
Harbourmaster, Napier,

Of Holmes and Son, Harbour Board’s consulting engineers.
Member of executive of I'ruitgrowers’ Association.

Captein of s.s. ** Port Melbourne.”

Marine Supcrintendent, of Shaw, Savill, and Albion Co., Ltd.
Marine Superintendent, of New Zealand Shipping Co., Titd.
Marine Superintendent, of Union Steamship Co., Ltd.
Licensed Surveyor.

Building contractor.

Shipping and lighterage company manager.

Farmer.

Manager of meat-freezing company.

Secretary, Napier Harbour Board.

Shoremaster for Richardson and Co., Ltd.
Iingineer-in-Chief, Public Works Depmtment

Marine Sup(lm‘r‘ndeni Commenwealth and Dominion Line,
Civil engineer.

Civil engineer.

Dredgemaster, Wellington Havbour Board.

President Land Agents’ Association, Napier.

Member Land Agents’ Association, Napier.

Secretary for Marine.

Chemist ; president Napicr Chamber of Commerce.

to

Chairman Waipukurau County Council, and representing two other local bodies,

Chairman Hawke's
Mayor of Hastings.
Engineer for Borough of Napier.
Chairman Hawke’s Bay Rivers Board.
Contractor.

Contractor.

Contractor,

Contractor.

Contractor.

Member Napier Borough Council.

Clerk to Hawke’s Bay County Council.

Bay Wooibirokers’ Association.
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TABLE D.—LIST OF EXHIBITS.

Tixhibit

No,

I.
2.
3
4.
5.

6.
R
8.
9.
10,

11,
12,
13.
14.

135,

16,

4. Minutes as to Mr., Keele’s advice.

Book of varieus reports,

Sir John Coode’s plan.

Mr. Culcheth’s plan.

Extract from minute-book of that period, 1882,
Goodall’s plans (in five parts).

Marchant’s report.

Marchant’s plan.

Nelson’s report and plan (printed pamphlet).
Maxwell, Williams, and Mason’s report.
Transcrint of oral report, Mr. Ferguson.
Kennedy’s report on soundings.

Fineh’s report on sonndings.

Plan of Kennedy’s sonndings.

Cullen and Keele's report, 1912,

Callen and Keele’s plans (three).

Questions Lo, and answers by, (llen and Keele,

. Cable to Cullen and Keele, and their reply.
. Plan submitted under Harbowur Act, with application

for special Act, 1914,

. Furkert’s report, 1924.
. Plan with Mr. Furkert’s report, with graphs (five

sheets).

. Cullen and Keele’s 1925 report.
2. Cullen and Keele’s plans (three).
. Plan of horings supplied to Cullen and Keecle:

individual reports
graphs and plans

Ground plan by Pengelly ;
on each bore by Pengelly ;
(twelve in all).

checking
borings.

. Bxtract from p. 530, minute-hook, 4/5/25.
. Plans of soundings by Holmes and Son, 1927,
. Letter, Harbom Board ta Marine Department, and

reply to Board, 14/4/26.

28. Comparative lighterage and wharfage costs.

29. Return cost of labour on general cargo at hreakwater
shed.

30. Statement of charges by New Zealand Railways for
haulage and delivery charges at various ports
in New Zealand.

31. Dissection of total costs, Wellington to Dannevirke
and Napier to Dannevirke.

32, Railway ratoes.

33. Statement valuation and population, rating district.

34. Dredging return covering seventcen vears.

35. Statement of published accounts for 1923,

36. Statement of published accounts for 1926.

37. Return showing liners using roadstead for two
years.

38, Return showing liners nsing breakwater for two
years.

29, Return shewing coastal boats and liners using Inner
Harbour.

40. Return showing berthage rates, 1924 to 1/7/1927.

4]1.

42.
43.
44.

59.
60.
61,

Return showing amount of aggregate berthage paid,
cargo landed and shipped, and cost per ton.

Report by D. N. Campbell (on reclamation).

Plan accompanying Campbell’s report.

Report by Hay and Rochfort of 8/5/26 (on reclama-
tion).

. Five plans (a), (b), (¢), (d), and (e} accompanying

Lxhibit No. 44 (on reclamation).
464. Report of Hay and Rochfort of 4/10/26 (on
reclamation).

. Report by Holmes and Son (on reclamation).
. Report by George Nelson, June, 1922 (on recla-

mation).

49. 1927 Empowering and Loan Bill.

. List of vessels drawing 20 ft. or upwards.

. Llection propaganda sent ont by Board in 1920.

52. Copy of letter to P. F. Higgins, 18/7/24, from

Secretary, Harbour Board.

. Set of shipping documents
. Bills of Jading, showing alteration of destination.
. Two bundles of letters (seven letters, 2/3/26 to

1/10/26, and ten letters, 2/3/26 to 3/8/26),
put in by P. F. Higgins.

56. Copies letters, Harbour Board and Canadian Govern-

ment Marine Board.

. Lists of soundings at Inner Harbour (ten bundles,

April, 1924, to June, 1927}

. Return of quarrying-costs.

Report of C. D. Kennedy on the floeding problem.
Return of cargo imported, 1/7/25 to 31/6/27.
Cost, of handling cargo at hreakwater,

9—H. 154,

| ﬂ)&hibit
i 0. .
62, Return of coastal and intercolonial vessels at hreak-
water, two years, 1/7/256 to 30/6,27.
63. Return of coastal and intercolonial vessels at Tnner
Harbour.
G4. Comparative statements, charges various Harbour
Boards.
65. Statement, charges various New Zealand ports on
vessels, 2,321 tons net register.
66. Locality map of Hawke’s Bay.
67. Litho map showing coloured shoal patch near break-
water.
68, Report of Holmes and Son to Harbour Board on
shoaling.
69, Photograph (1887) of West Shore,

70
71
73

74

122
123
124

125

72.

75.

76.
77.

78.
79.
80,

81,

122. (a), (b).

. Plan showing shore-line at various periods.

. Jar of material from bare 85 or 86.

Tin of sample of hottom at Whakariri patch.

. Blue-print plan accompanying Cullen and Keele’s

1925 report.

. Plans of Gla.gow Wharf (five plans).

Particulars of reclaimed sections offered for sale
(see Chairman’s report for 1926).

Piece of rock from foundation of breakwater.

Plan of borings by Holmes and Son—TInner Harbour ;
two plans.

Plan of subdivision of suggested early reclamation.

Plan of leases for sale by auction, 22/12/24.

Blue-print, breakwater. showing reclamation area
for leasing (it accompanied Cullen and Keele's
1925 (report) ).

Large plan of Napier Harbour.

S1. (a), (b), (e} (d), (). {[) (g). (k). Supplementary plans.
82, Report, Dominion Royal Commission on Harbours.
83, Three jars material from soundings-—bore 41-38
and one unidentified.
84. Statement of areas to be reclaimed, and estimated
values.
85. Plan of dredging by Browning crane.
86. Sample of bottom where blasting was required,
87. Correspondence re silt in Breakwater Harbour,
88, Return of accidents (both harbours).
89. Statement of Fruitgrowers’ Association.
90. Plans, Mr. Napier Bell, accompanying his report of
December, 1899.
91. Plan of Brisbane Harbour entrance.
92. Copies of minutes of Harbour Board.
93. Report of engineer 7¢ state of breakwater wharf.
94. List of loadings in roadstead; time occupied :
(@), (B), (), (d). (e, (), (). (%) attached (McLeay's
) return).
95 to 99 {inclusive). General questions submitted to
and answered hy Board’s Secretary.
100. Photograph of breakwater in a storm.
101. Blue-print of tide-levels.
102. Plan of soundings.
103. Plan of roadstead.
104. Plan of soundings on beacon line.
105. Plan of soundings (west beach) on roadstead.
106. River diagram prepared by Mr. Furkert.
107. Tracing from Exhibit No. 26.
108. Graphs made up from sonndings.
109. Plan of cross-sections, West Beach.
110. Rough graph showing ratio of increase of siltation,
111. (a), (b), (c), (d), (e) contour maps (underwater).
112. Tracing from Admiralty chart, Napier Harbour.
113. Diagram showing depths water on bar (nineteen
years).
114. Diagram showing tidal levels,
115. Wind diagram (three years).
116. Tracing of Admiralty chart, Colon Harbour.
117. (a), (b). List of ports visited by Mr. Furkert.
118. Tide-table for August, 1927, at Napier.
119. Longitudal and lateral sections over dredged patch.
129. Sketch of type of cutter for dredge.
121. Tracing, comparative sections of outer channels.

Mr. Furkert’s estimates of costs.

4. Land-agent’s plan.

. Marine Department Report, 1924.

. Plan No. 4057, submitted to Marine Department.

. Letter, 4/6/27, Harbour Board to Auditor-General
(bound in with notes).

. Map showing Napier Harbour district.

. Reclamation plan, showing pumping-stations.

Subdivision plans, Richmond Block.



H

TABLE D.—LIST OF
Exhibit
No.
129. History of Napier Harbour legislation (put in. by
Mr. Gray).
130. List of towage fees in New Zealand,
131, Letter from Mr. Clapcott to Commission.
132. Hay and Rochfort’s file re Awatoto water-levels.
133. Return showine levels and flood-levels, Awatoto

~154A.

Block.

134/135. Graphs showing variations in areas of contours

of shingle-bar.

136. Cross-sections showing losses and gains, Petane
Beach (sixteen sheets in all).

137. Map of rivers, Board district,

138. Letter, Harbour Board to Minisfer. 17,4 /26,

130 Report re * Canadian Challenger.’

140, Report re complaints of dehv, certain ships.

141, Various bills of lading.

142, Return showing (ll\(‘hd]f"(* of five vossels.

143, Return compat‘ative working of gangs, Napicer and
Lyttelton.

144, Return showing population, rates, and representn-
tives.

145. Kstimated cost making 30-ton block, concrete
(Morse).

146, Estimated cost of 30-ton concrete blocks (Brooks).

TABLE E.—LIST OF PRINTED REPORTS STUDIED BY TIE COMMISSION
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EXHIBITS—continued.

E):E\Ihlbit

0.

147-162. Gencral questions submitted to and answered
by Board’s Secrctary.

163. Proposed subdivision of town lots {Borough Council).

164. Cost of new wharf, Outer and Inner Harbour.

165, Letter, Harkour Board Secretary to Minister of
Marine, 26/8/24,

166. Copy resolution, Harbour Board, 26,/9/24.

167. Correspondence hetween Harbour Board Engincer
and Engineer-in-Chief, P.W.D.

168. Plan M.D. 5652,

169, Plan M.D. 5679 and 5847.

170. History of suffrage provisions, Napier Harhonr
Board.

171. Return showing size of B and I <heds at Tnner
Harbour.

172, Return of annual expenditure on Irner Harhour,
1910 to 1927,

173. Return of number of men on mould-work.

174, Reports on breakwater construction,

175, Return showing cost per lineal foot of breakwater.

i. Dredgemaster’s report on ““ Whakariri ”

dredging
in 1911,

. Mchedule of charges, Wellington Harhour Board.

AND NOW

COMPRISED IN COMMISSION’S EXHIBIT No. 1.

Date of Report,

1. Report on Napier Harbour, by John McGregor N 1875
2. Report on Napier Harbour by C. H. \vaer, Engincer to Harbour Board .. 1879
3. Report on Napier Harbour, by Sir John Coode, C.E. .. .. 1880
4. Report (competitor and prize-winner) by W. W. Culcheth, C.1., FM.S. 1883
5. Report on Breakwater Harbour, by John Goodall, M.Inst.C.E. . 1884
6. Report on Mr. Goodall’s breakwater s heme, by Messts. Napier Bell and Scott 1884
7. Reply to Napier Bell and Scott’s criticism, by John Goodall, M.Inst.C.E. 1884
8. Report and recommendation by Nautical Commissioners 1892
9. Memorandum upon Report No. 8 by J. T. Carr, Engineer to Napler Harbour Board. . ..o 1892
10. Report on damage to breakwater, and completion of harbour, by C Naplbr Bell, M. Inst.C.1. o L and J. P,
Maxwell, M.Inst.C.E. .. . .. 1894
11. Report on Tnner Harbour dredging pr oblem, by C. N‘Lpler Bell, M.Inst.C.E 1899
12. Reply by C. Napier Bell to eriticisms of his report No. 11 above 1900
13. Report on dredging and encroaching silt, Inner Harbour, by C. Napier Be]l M Inst. C E. 1900
14. Report on harbour accommodation at Napier, by F. W. Marchanb M.Inst.C.E. .. .. .. 1906
15. ““ The Napier Harbour Question,” by George Nelson, M.I. Mech. E. Undated, but it eollects and
incorporates various documents dated 1906 to l‘)l(), and some dated by momhq only ..
16. Report on Napier Harbour for vessels of deep draught, by Messrs, J. P. Maxwell, M.Inst.C.E., (! yrus
J. A. Williams, M.Inst.C.E., M.Am.Soc.C.E., and J. Blair Mason, C.E. 1909
17. Transcript of shorthand notes of conference betyw reen William Ferguson, M.Tnst. CE. ., and t]lo Nn.plm
Harbour Board members, 19th July . 1911
18. Reports, eight in number, from 15th January, 1912 to Tth Auwugt 1913, bv Mr. C. D. Ixennedy, C.E, o
regarding the cxperlmental patch dredged by tho Whakariri ” in 1911-12 . 1912
19. Report on proposed Inner and Outer Harbours at Napier, by . A. Cullen, M.Inst.C..E., and T, W. Keclo
M.Inst.C.E. . 1912
20. Correspondence by letter and cablwmm between Harhour Board and Messrs. Cullen and Kee]e, armng
out of Report No. 19 .. 1912
21. Report by Mr. F. W. Furkert, M. Tnst.C. E., TAMIM. }L on the propoiod Tnner and Breakwater
Harbours 1924
22, Report by Messrs. Cullen and Keele (Ms Inst.C.E. ) on Tnner and Breakwater Harbours at N’Lpl(‘l 1925

of the situation,

TABLE F.—MR.

A. C. MACKENZIE’S REPORT ON DREDGING.

As far as the Inner Harbour is concerned, the dredging of the outer approach channel is the crux

The channel designed by Cullen and Keele (see Exhibit 21, page 5) is to have a
bottom width of 600 ft. and to give a depth of 35 ft. at low water,

The Napier Harbour Board's

Plan A (Commission’s Bxhibit 3), issued in 1919, shows this depth as 34 ft.
Taking points along the centre-line, the depth of dredging required and the length of channel

are

as follows :—

Distance
from End of
Bastern Mole.

Depth to
abtain 34 ft.

Depth to
ohtain 35 ft.

Ft. T i ¥t in.

0 16 0 17 0

165 17 0 s 0
330 15 0 17 0
660 10 6 16
990 90 10 0
1,320 6 0 7 0
1,650 4 0 5 9
t,980 300 4 0
2,310 2 3 3
2,640 23 I

Distance

. DNepth to Dep
,f’;(:?;rlr‘;“\‘}‘ﬁf obtamm 34 ft. nhtailnt}l]ﬁt&

I't. Tt i 6. in.
2,970 3 3 4 1N
3.300 110 120
3,630 14 6 15 6
3,960 12 0 13 0 »Spit
4,290 100 o0
4,620 6 6 7 6]
4,950 5 3 6 3]
5,280 2 6 3 6 XX
5,610 0 6 1 6

390 Nil. Nil,
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As we proceed seaward from the eastern mole the present slopes of the sea-bed show a fall of
1 ft. in 94 fb. ; then therc is o further fall of 1 {t. in 198 {t.; hetween this point and the beginning
of the sdndsth a distance of 1,815 ft., the {all is 1 {t. in 257 ft the south side of the sandspit rises
for a short distance on a gradient of 1 ft. in 82 ft., and then rises sharply on a gradient of 1 {t. in
37 1t.; from the top of fhc sandspit, which is b&() ft. from the east mole, it falls seaward upon a
"mduwl slope of 1 1t. in 157 ft.

In estimating the quantity of material to be removed by dredging from this channel the batter of
the side slopes on the castern and western sides must be assumed, as it would obviously be wrong to
estimate only for a channel 600 {t. in width with plumb sides, similar to a railway-cutting through tough
rock. In an ordinary road and railway cutting through sand provision has to he made for the ﬁdttem%
of the slopes due to the prevailing winds, more p&rtlcul&rly if the strong winds blow across the road or
ruilway. On the lee side the blOpPS may become fatter by the sand iornnng the top of the cutting
being blown away from the centre-line. The effect, however, on the weather side is possibly for the
top ot the cutting to be reduced hy the sand bemg blown into or beyond the road; and also other sand
well on the weather side may he trdnsportod and deposited in or beyond the onfrmal cutting. In the
chatnel under consideration we have a fine sand saturated with water sub]ected to the hlrl"lSpOI'le”-
power of very heavy seas running across the channel. The seas, in vough weather, when approaching
the sandspit are said to he at leaat 15 ft. in height, so that by the tlme they arrive at the sandsplf
where the depth of water at the top is only 19 tt they have become waves of translation with an
abundance of transporting-power. It will be noticed that the outer (or sea) side of this spit has,
under the conditions it is subjected to, assumed a comparatively flat slope of 1 ft. in 1567 [t. The
question is as to whether the side slopes of the channel can safely be left at a steeper slope without
incurring heavy maintenance dredging. We would point out that to provide for slopes of 1 in 157

the width at the shallowest part of the spit would be 600 ft. at the hottom and some 5, 040 ft. at the
top, which would result in practically the whole of the spit being removed.

We here set out some relevant extracts from the various engineers’ reports and evidence.

Messrs. Maxwell, Williams, and Mason in their reply of the 1961, October, 1909, addressed to the
N,uotdrv of the Naplcr H(xrbour Board (see Exhibit 8, page 34), express their opinions as follows :

“The question la,tkul by the Secretary] suggests that the underlying idea is that a channel some-
thing like 2 cutting in solid material on dry land, with defined slopes, can be made. No such simple
conditions are, howe\ er, involved.” The oondltions are—(1) The open ocean subject to the greatest
recorded seas, due to a V(hb reach and the greatest ocean depths off the coast; (2) about 4,000 ft. of
continuous bdnd drift to get through for a depth of 35 ft. (the distance in 1927 s 5,808 ft.); (3) the
natural inclination of the sandy hottom, apparently about 1 in 200, more or less, varying with the
weather.

Sir John Coode, M.Inst.C.E., in his report of 1880 does not deal with dredging an entrance channel
outside the moles, and suggests dredging between the moles only to a depth of 12 ft. below low water.

Mr. W. Culoheth M.Inst.C.E., in his report of 1883 provides for only dredging between the moles
to a depth of 20 ft. at low water, 1o dredging being required outside the moles.

Mcr. J. Goodall, M.Inst.C.E., in his report of 1884 does not deal with dredging an approach channel,
as he suggested a breakwater harbour.

Messrs. Bell and Scott in their report upon Mr. Goodall’s scheme do not deal with dredging an
approach channel to the Inner Harbour, as they approved of Mr. Goedall’s breakwater scheme.

Messrs. Bell and Maxwell in their report of 1894 do not deal with dredging an approach channel,
as this report is principally concerned with damage to the breakwater by storms in 1894.

Mr. C. Napier Bell in his report of 1899 on dredging only refers to dredging between the moles
to a depth of 19 ft. below low water, and also for a distance of 900 ft. seaward.  Mr. C. Napier Bell
in his report of 1900 deals only with dredgmg and reclamation within the entrance between the moles.

Mr. Marchant, M.Inst.C.E., in his report of 1906 provides a mole on the east side of his proposed
entrance channel, the mole to extend in line with the existing eastern mole and to terminate in 27 ft.
of water; the channel to be dredged to a depth of 27 ft. on the lee side of the proposed new mole ;
the bottom of channel to be 400 f6. wide. He states that the annual cost of maintaining this full depth
of water under the lee of breakwater (mole) is a matter of conjecture, and states that is would probably
cost not less than £4,000 a year. In referring to the assistance to be anticipated by the lagoon scour,
he states it is certain that under the lee of such a breakwater (mole) there will be some deposit which
must be removed by dredging, allowing to the current all the scouring-power of which it is capable
(see Exhibit 6, page 1). The important point in Mr. Marchant’s provision of a mole is that he
considered it absolutely necessary to protect the approach channel on the eastern side against accretion,
and the attendant heavy maintenance costs, and the possibility of serious shoaling after completion.

Mr. George Nelson, M.I.Mech.E., in 1909 submitted a scheme to the Napier Harbour Boar,d for
an Inner Harbour, in which he states in relation to the dredging of the approach channel: *“ According
to Mr. Marchant’s survey of 1906, the 5-fathom line is 75 chains distant, measured due north off the
castern pier-head. 8o as to give access to the proposed harbour for vesscls of the largest size it would
be necessary to dredge a channel out to this line, The material is, no doubt, Tutaekuri silt, ideal
stuff for suction dredde to handle. In 1906 the average depth of water between the pier-head and the
5-fathom line was 23 Tt at low water ; a channel throuffh this 7 ft. deep, so as to give a depth of 30 it.
at low water, with an average bottom ‘width of 400 ft., and its banks sloped down to a batter of 10 to 1,
would cost under £20,000. The formation of this channel presents no difficulty whatever.” (Sec
Exhibit 8, page 9 or page 11.) The quantity to be dredged he estimated at 770,000 cubic yards. To
enable the Commissioners to guage the value of Mr. Georfre Nelson’s opinion upon harbour matters,
seeing that his qualifications are those of a mechanical engineer, Mr. R. W. Holmes, who recently retired
from the position of Engineer-in-Chief of Public Works, was asked whether Mr. Nelson had experience
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m the design, construction, or maintenance of harbour works.  Mr. Holmes reply was that, as far as
Lie was aware, Mr. George Nelson had no practical experience in harbour construction and maintenance,
(Sec Notes of Evidence, page 266.) It will be noted that My. Nelson is quite wrong in his statement
that the spit 1 composed of silt, and that the formation of the channel would present no difficulty
whatever.  (See evidence of T. W. Martin, dredge superintendent, page 359 ¢f seq.)

Messes. Cullen and Kecle in their 1912 report (see Iixhibit 14, page 3) comment upon the dredging
through the sandspit, and contend that there is no evidence of sand-drift, and that the sand is coarser
than that occurring off the breakwater and the beach south thereof, and that they find upon examining
records of previous surveys that the present conditions of the bottom off the moles, as shown by contours
of equal depth and soundings gencrally, are unchanged outside the 3-fathom (18 ft.) contour since the
date of the first survey in 1855.

In regard to sand-drift, the evidence submitted to your Commission shows that the spit has altered
its shape considerably, as shown by a comparison of the plans showing the contours of equal depths
tn 1855, 1882, 1895, 1906, and 1927. We submit that these alterations can only be due to sand-
movement, and that the movement of this sand will continue and cause siltation in the channel, unless
an Inner Harbour improvement scheme included the provision of moles designed to protect the sand-
spit from the effects of cross-curreuts of heavy seas or a heavy ocean swell.  In regard to the sand the
spit is formed of being coarse, this was not borne out by the sample of fine sand submitted for our
inspection by Mr. J. D. Holmes as having heen recently dredged [rom the spit by the grab dredge
“J.D.07 This sample was also stated by Mr. T. W. Martin to be similar to that he had dredged up
in 1911 with the ladder dredger ** Whakarire.”” In this connection we use the words *“ movement of
saud 7 as distinet from littoral sand-drift. In conclusion, Messrs, Cullen and Keele say, © We fully
recognize the heavy breaking seas there would tend to fill in the cutting on the sides, and that some
maintenance dredging may always he necessary ; favourable factors are that the bottom consists of
heavy and compact dark sand, and that big breaking seas are not of frequent occurrence ”; and they
continue that, in their opinion, 1t is feasible to dredge and maintain an entrance channel. Fheir
estimated cost for dredging the channel to a depth of 35 ft. i £12,900, and that the annual maintenance
would cost £7,276 (see Ixhibit 14, page 6). In their 1925 report they pive the estimated cost of
dredging as £25,310, and the cost of maintenance dredging £13,5600, less cost of maintenance to quays
and cargo-sheds (say, £1,500), leaving cost of maintenance dredging £12,000 per year.

Mr. F. W. Furkert, M.Inst.C. K., Engineer-in-Chief of Public Works, in his report of 1924 deals with
the question as follows : *“ It would be a comparatively easy task to dredge material such as exists
along the line of this cut, but the amount to be removed would be very much greater than indicated
simply by a consideration of the proposed length and cross-sections. Assuming the channel to have
been dredged, its maintenance would involve considerable expense.” (See Exhibit 19, page 6.)

Mr. R. W. Holmes, M.Inst.C.K., in his evidence on page 194, points out the difficulty in getting a
full load with the use of a suction dredge, and estimates that it is necessary to dredge twice as much ay
the contents of the hopper before it becomes full.  (This will necessarily increase the cost of dredging.)
Mr. Holmes, however, recommends the use of a suction dredge fitted with a cutter in preference to a
ladder bucket dredge, and concludes (page 195), ““ In view of the Jarge scouring action which has of
recent years taken place outside the Inner Harbour not ouly in the deep hole but also along towards
the west shore, I have not the slightest hesitation in saying that once a channel is opened through the
bar, that the scour from the Inner Harbour combined with the action of the propellers of vessels using
that channel will keep it permanently open.” On page 211, Mr. R. W. Holmes, states, ‘[t is
anticipated that the sides of the dredged channel will fritter down and some of the sea-bed will drift
across.”  The removal of such material from the channel will come under two headings—one of purely
maintenance and the other of construction—and he continued that the point at which he would
consider construction dredging would cease would be the point where the mariners considered they had
a sufficient width and depth of channel for navigation in ordinary weather. TIn regard to the width of
channel required in ordinary weather, the evidence of the navigation experts is that they would require
the full bottom width of 600 ft. ~ Mr. Holmes’s contention is that you could leave the sides on a steep
side slope, allowing the sides to fritter away and lodge in the channel, reducing the original 600 ft.
width. This accretion he would remove by dredging and charge to maintenance. Your Commissioners
do not agree with this suggestion. On page 266, Notes of Evidence, Mr. Holmes states that a batter
of 1in 5 in the construction of the outer channel would be sufficient, and that the charge of doing same
would be charged to capital, and further states that he would not expect any maintenance expenditure
on 600 ft. channel in the first three years.

Mr. J. D. Holmes, M.Inst.C.E., Ass.M.I.Mech.)i. (page 94), produced sample of material taken from
the vieinity of the area dredged by the ** Whakarire.” On page 104 Mr. Holmes gives the guantity of
material to be dredged from the outer channel to u depth of 34 ft. as 985,000 cubic yards at I+, 3d.—
£61,500. Page 301 : Batter of slopes in channel taken as | in 3. Page 310 : Mr. Holmes states that
he thinks there is a general tendency for the whole sea-bottom to erode away in a westerly direction
over the patch between the breakwater and the Inner Harbeur channel.

Messrs. Holmes and Son consider that the *“ Kaione ™ suction dredger fitted with the cutter-head
would be suitable for dredging through the sandspit, and would be able to work more continuously than
a ladder bucket dredger such as the ©“ Whakarire.” They therefore have recommended the Harbour
Board to purchase the ** Kaione.”

Mr. J. P. Maxwell, M.Inst.C.E., in giving evidence before your Commission (page 355) expresses
the opinion that to dredge the proposed channel through the spit is a mistake, as he considers it will
allow the seas to sweep in, and the shipping would not be able to use it under such conditions. He
further states that he could not indicate the extent to which silting might occur, but undoubtedly the
easterly drift would tend to shallow it to the same depth as surrounding area.  On page 356 he states
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that he does not think it would he possible to waintain such a trench, and that it would fill up aguin
if not dredged out, which would he a troublesome matter.  He does not agree with Mr. Holmes, sen.,
that maintenance dredging would not be required for three years after completion, and further states
that his main objection is that it is inviting a calamity to make such a channel and invite shipping
into it.  Page 358 : He says, ™ When I reported in 1909 I condemned the idea of an approach channel
in the open sea. I have the same idea now. Nothing would induce me to change my mind in respect
to the Inner Harbour. The effect of a wider and deeper opening would be to let s sea of greater velocity
into the Iuner Harbour. If the channel was kept of uniform depth right through, the waves would
not decrease as they reached the harbour.”

Mr. T. W. Martin, Mech.Eng., and dredge superintendent to the Wellington Harbour Board,
recounted lis experien(,e,s with the dredge * Whakarire ” when she was employed upon dredcfmr*
an experimental patch of some 3 acres on the sandspit in 1911, which was started on "8t
November and worked until 6th January, 1912. The material dredged during that period—
approximately for two months—was 33,450 cubic yards. Upon numerous occasions the mooring-
chains parted, and a good deal of delay took place, the dredge not being able to work, owing to
the range and high winds. Duriug the first day’s dredging the tumbler-bushes were broken, and
later on damage was done to the main gear mitre-wheel which necessitated a new wheel
being sent for and fitted (see pages 859-364). Page 368: * Would not like to undertake the
drvdwmo of channel with * Kaijone.””  Page 364: ** The tube is worse than the bucket, becausc
it is rigid. 1 would say a bucket dredge wus not the best for a job like the pateh.” Page 366 :
“It was hard work dredging with bucket dredger in pateh.” Page 622 : © You would want actual
experience there hefore you could express an opinion how any dredger would work.” Page 623 :
“As I found things at Napier, I do not think that T could smcessfu]lv load up a hopper. 1
would require to liave a long stretch of experimental work to find out how I could best work a
dredger—that is, any dredger-—on the patch. I say the sand would never let me fill the hopper
wore than hall to three-guarters full; three-quarters would be the maximum. That would
increase the cost per load.”

SuMMARY oF Exrerrs’ OPINIONS.

Maxwell, Williams, and Mason: © We say that even if it were practicable to cut this
channel, there is no doubt that in heavy weather it would be liable to be obliterated wholly or
in part. It is qguite impossible to estimate the cost of maintaining an unprotected channel
through a sand-bar when, as stated, the channel is liable on occasions to wholly disappear.”
They “consider a protecting mole would be required estimated to cost £120,000.

Mr. Marchant considers that a protecting mole on the eastern side of the channel would be
required.  On the estimate he gives of £206,000 for moles, the portion to protect the channel
would in 1906 have cost £124 266, and the e%tlmated cost of dredging would have been not less
than £4,000 per year.

Mr. George Nelson states that the formation of the channel presents no difficulty whatever,
and gives the quantity to be removed as 770,000 cubic yards.

Mesgrs. Cullen and Keele in their 1912 report state that they fully recognize that heavy
breaking seas would tend to fill in the cutting, and that some maintenance dredging may always be
necessary ; but they consider it feasible to dredge and maintain an entrance channel. Estimated
cost to dredge same to 35ft., £12,900; aunual cost of maintenance, £7,276. In their 1925
report they give the cost of dredging as £25,310, and annual cost of maintenance £12,000 per

car,
Y Mr. Furkert in his 1924 report considers that it would be a comparatively easy task to
dredge the channel, but that its maintenance would involve considerable expense.

Mr. R. W. Holmes considers that it would be difficult to get a full load (thereby increasing the
cost), and that he has not the slightest hesitation in saying that, once the channel is open
through, no maintenance dredging would be required for three years; the side slope he suggested
being 1 in 5.

Mr. J. D. Holmes adopts a side slope of 1 in 3, and estimates the quantity of material to be
dredged at 98,500 cubic yards and the cost at £61,500.

Messrs. Holmes and Son consider that the ““ Kaione” would be a suitable dredge for this
work. :

Mr. J. P. Maxwell considered that the channel, when dredged, would tend to shallow to the
same depth as the surrounding area, and that he does not agree with the suggestion that no
maintenance would be required for three years; and that he considers that the dredging of such
a channel is inviting a calamity to shipping.

Mr. T. W. Martin, dredge superintendeut, after having two months’ experience with the
“ Whakarire ” on dredging the site of this proposed channel, stated that he would require to have
a long stretch of experimental work to find out how he could best work a dredge thbere—that is,
any class of dredge.

Your Commission is of the opinion that the evidence of the experts examined is unanimous,
that it is feasible to dredge the channel to a depth of 34-35 ft.

In regard to maintenance, the following five witnesses considered that maintenance dredging
would be required of a costly nature: Maxwell, Williams, and Mason; Mr. Marchant; Cullen
and Keele; Mr. Furkert; and J. P. Maxwell. R. W. Holmes considered that no maintenance
dredging would be required for three years. The following either did not express an opinion or
would not commit themselves on this subject: G. Nelson, J. D. Holmes, T. W. Martin.
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In regard to the quantity of waterial to be removed, the following side slopes were suggested
as i basis of caloulation: 1 iw 3, 1 in 5, 1 in 10, and 1 in 200.  On these figures the w1(lt11\ of
channel where the water is shallowest would be, taking depths of cutting as 14 1t. 6 in. to obtain
34 .. of water,- -

lin 3. 1in 5. Lin 10. 1 in 200.
. Ft. Ft. Ft.
Top width .. .. .. .. 687 747 890 6,400
Botton. . .. .. .. .. 600 600 600 600
Average . . . oo 644 674 759 3,500

We are of the opinion that to avoid the danger of an inconvenient amount of siltation taking
place after the desired width of 600 {t. has been obtained and during the constraction of the channel,
and also subsequently to avoid constant maintenance dredging, the side slopes would have to be not
less than I in 40. The guantity of material to be removed to provide for this at a depth of 34 ft. at
low water would be 1,673,198 cubic yards. We use Mr. Holmes’s unit price of Is. 3d., which under
the circumstances we do not cousider high. The resultant cost would be £104,575.

However, in conelusion, we would say that, in our opinion, moles are required, as the only sure
and safe way to protect a dredge employed upon constructing the channel, to economize in width of
channel required, to reduce to a minimum possible maintenance dredging, to ensure the channel
always remaining navigable, to protect the Inner Harbour from 111(011vem(nt range, to facilitate
navigation of the chcmnel by large vessels, and to allow of the present entrame boum opened
suﬁwlently to reduce the velocity so that vessels drawing at least 26 ft. could enter or leave at any
stage of the tide, day or night. To afford this measure of protection these moles would have to
extend into 34 ft. of water, th(\y would be some 6,000 ft. long, and so placed that they would dissipate
the range before it reached the Inner Harbour entrance. The approximate cost of these moles would
be £5()O,()()(), plus the cost of dredging whatever width of channel is finally decided upon.

DrEDGING BETWEEN MoOLES,

The moles protecting the present entrance channel to the Inner Harbour are 400 ft. apart, and
the velocity of the tidal current between high and low water and slack water varies from nil to from
5 to 6 knots. The channel is 1,450 ft. long, and the least depth at low water is 15 ft. From
approximately the north end of the freezing-works to the end of the west mole, about 800 ft., the
borings taken by Mr. Pengelly show that from the present bottom, 15 ft. to 18 ft. below low water,
the material to be dredged to provide 34 ft. or 35 ft. of water largely consists of boulders and some
shingle. From the north end of the Lron Pot to the north end of the freezing-works the borings show
some 5 ft. of shingle overlaying silt.

The chief difficulty in dredging this channel is that the velocity of the current precludes a dredge
from being moored without the mooring-chains extending the whole width across the channel,
rendering it useless for navigation by any boat or vessel. Mr. Pengelly states (on page 85) that to
keep his boring-punt in p051t1on he had to use five moorings. Sometimes one and at other times two
of these were fixed on shore (page 82). He mentions that his anchors dragged, and that, in his
opinion, it would be very difficult indeed to hold a dredge of any size in the channel between the moles.
Mr. Pengelly (on page 80) stated that the boulders wounld be up to about 1 ton in weight. Mr. T. W,
Martin, dredge superintendent, was examined in reference to dredging the channel between the
moles.  On page 370 he states that the captain of the =~ Whakarire ” refused to come in close to the
pier-heads at the Inner Harbour unless at slack water : and on page 371, in reply to the Chairman,
he stated, **if leaving the moorings in the channel with load, the lines would have to be slipped
ashore ; if chains used, you could slip and get away in twenty minutes. (Dredge-chains could not
be used in thig channel.) 1t depends upon the tide as to the time taken to pick up moorings again ;
it might take all day or a week to pick up moorings with a 6-knot current. 1 do not know how
I could do it.”

Mr. Nicholson, foreman and leading carpenter to the Nupier Harbour Board, described the
attempt made by the Board about 1922 to dredge this channel with a grab dredge erected on a timber
pier which extended towards the centre of channel at right angles to the eastern mole. The result
of the experiment was a hole 10ft. deep by 801ft. by 108 ft. The outer edge of this hole when
dredging was discontinued was about 138 ft. out from the west mole. On page 166 Mr. Nicholson
stated that he believed that the reason the work was stopped was that it interfered with navigation.

Your Commissioners consider that the class of dredge required to remove the boulders, which
form some four-sevenths of the whole of the dredging required, is a powerful grab or ladder bucket
dredge, and that unless the dredging were delayed until the contemplated widening has taken place
the entrance to the Inner Harbour would have to remain closed during the dredging operations.
Quite recently, when the Porpoise Rock was being removed in the Tamar River, Launceston, the
“ Loongana’’ and other passenger-vessels between Melbourne and Launceston had to be diverted
during the time the rock’s removal was in progress. The velocity of the current at the Porpoise Rock
i3 7 knots.

To dredge this channel to 34 ft., having a bottom width of 300 ft. and side slopes of 1 in 2-5, as
shown on Cullen and Keele's plan, and using Mr. J. D. Holmes’s unit price of 2s. per cubic yard (for
which figure we think 1t possible the work could be done), the quantity of material to be removed
would be 429,629 cubic yards, and the cost £42,963. Mr. J. D. Holmes estimates the cost of this
dredging at £46,175.

In addition to the dredging, one mole has to be built 100 ft. from its present position. Some
400 ft. of the new slopes on each side of the channel will require protecting with stonework, as the
borings show that the last 15 ft. of the dredging is through silt. We estimate the cost of these works,
using the contract price the Board is now paying for stone—viz., £1 14s. 1d. per cubic yard—at—
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Mole, £34,000; protecting slope, £4,000: total, £38,000. Mr. J. D. Holmes estimates the cost of
mole and protection at £26,300. Neither our estimate nor, presumably, Mr. Holmes’s, makes provision
for extending the mole seawardx, us suggested by Mr. Holmes, to form wave-traps to reduce the range
in the Inner Harbour when the channel between the moles is widened.

Drepoing Basin ror Innnr HaArBoUR Sourn oF THE Iron Por.

Messrs, Cullen and Keele provide for dredging out a basin 1,000 ft. wide. In considering the
length to be dredged, we would point out that the work now in progress of reconstructing the wharf
along the West Quay provides for the possibility of dredging only to a depth of 20 ft. belovv low water.
Therefore to obtain a minimum depth of 30 ft. required for oversea vessels drawing some 26 {t.,
practically the whole of the dredging will have to be done en the south side of the old timber bridge,
where a great deal of the area to be dredged is dry at low water and the remainder only has about
1ft. 6 in. depth of water at low tide. (See Kxhibit 77, borings by Hay and Rochfort.) Adopting
the evidence that four berths will be required if lightering is eliminated, a minimum length of 2,400 {t.
will be required.  We estimate that the quantity of material to he dredged, giving a uniform depth
of 30 ft. below low water at the herths and 26 ft. in the basin, as 2,700,000 cubic yards. Mr. J. D.
Holmes, for two berths, makes this figure 1,221,600, which at his original estimated unit cost of 1x,
aquals £61 ,080.  Before stating our estlmated cost for this work we wish to point out that as some
of the area is dry at low water, and that the greater portion of it has only a depth of 1 ft. 6 in. at low
water, a dredger that can cut its own floatation would be required. The dredger “ Kaione” as
at present fitte is not suitable for this work, and before she could efficiently deal with same the whole
area would have to be dredged to a depth of some 15 ft.—1,300,000 cubic yards. Unless the dredge
were built on shore and launched into a specially prepared pond on the south side of the bridge, the
only available starting-point would be on the north side of the timber bridge at the south end of West
Quay. The depositing of this excavated material in the North or Seuth Pond would be a troublesome
and expensive undertaking, as, In addition to a shore pipe-line, which to fill the South Pond, even,
would be some 1,600 ft., there would have to be a floating pipe- line up to a 1,000 ft. in length. Two
other alternatives offer themselves; one i3 to fill the hopper of the dredge and then steam into the
Iron Pot and discharge the material into the North Pond, and the ofher is to steam out to sen and
discharge the material.  As the [ron Pot would be a most awkward place to get into and out of
dwring the flood and ebb tides, and as the cost of the disposal of this material for reclamation purposes
hy the pumping schemes cannot be estimated with any reasonable degree of accuracy, we must adopt
the unit cost for depositing at sea; this we consider would be 1s. 3d. per cubic yard. TFor the
remainder of the work to be done by the *“ Kaione’” or other suitable dredger we use Mr. Holmes’s
original unit price of 1s. per vard. We therefore estimate the cost of this portion of the work at
1,400,000 cubic yards at 1s., £70,000; and 1,300,000 cubic yards at 1s. 3d., £81,250 : total, £151,250.

Tu regard to the Breakwater Harbour the dredging is a simple matter more partlcu]arly as it
would not be necessary to do it until the breakwater was extended and the western mole completed.
To provide 30 ft. at the berths and 26 ft. elsewhere, Mr. Holmes estimates that the quantity to be
removed is 300,000 cubic yards, at a cost of £18,700.  Our estimate for this depth is 317,185 cubic yards
at 1s. 3d.- -£19,824.

Taver Havbowr.—Cost of dredying.

Mr. Holmes. (‘ommissioners,
£ £
Outer channel .. .. .. .. .. 61,600 104,575
Between moles .. .. .. .. .. 46,175 42,963
Basin .. .. .. .. .. .. 61,080 151,250
£168,755 £298,788

Note that the above does not in either case include the cost of moles, or protecting sides of
channel, or wave-trap. Neither does it include the dredging to the nor'(h west of tide-deflector
from West Bridge to harbonr-entrance included in Cullen and Keele’s scheme and estimated by
Mr. Holmes at 5,42,50(}

TABLE (i.--MR. A. (. MACKENZIE'S ESTIMATED (OST TO C‘OMPT LTE THE INNER
HARBOUR AND PROVIDE FOUR BERTHS FOR OVERSEA VESSELS DRAWING 26 pr.

The following estimates are not submitted with any degree of assurance that they carrectly
represent the ultimate total eost of the Inner Harbour scheme as outlined by Messrs. Cullen and
Keele. I have neither had the material nor the time to go into this matter in sufficient detail.
I'urthermore, by the time the whole of the evidence had been submitted the Commissioners were
of the opinion that the financial position of the Board would not warrant its undertaking
extensive harbour improvements for some years to come. It is therefore apparent that by the
time a constructional programme could be adopted present-day estimates would be of little value.
I am, however, confident that the various works estimated for would not at the present time, in
the matter of cost, vary seriously from the amount of my estimate. The works T have estimated
for are as outlined in the plan issued by the Harbour Board in the year 1919-—ie., Plan A in
(fommission’s Exhibit 3. 1 have adopted four berths for overseas vessels, and have provided for
dredging the channel to 34 ft. to accommodate vessels drawing 26 ft. With the exception of the
estimated cost of dredging, the cost of mole, and protecting 800 ft. of the channel between the
moles, T have adopted Mr. J. D. Holmes’s estimates for his two-berth scheme in arriving at my
cost for four berths. The estimates I give are principally useful as a comparison in the cost of a
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four-berth scheme at the Inner Harbour, as against a two-berth schenme at the Inner Harbour or
the completion of the Breakwater Harbour.

In evidence Mr. Holmes stated (on page 104) that his unit costs included plant. Messrs.
Cullen and Keele in their 1925 report do not include the plant in their dredging-costs, but they
estimate the dredging, plant, and pipe-lines at £98,300, which at Mr. Holmes’s estimate of
3,018,350 cubic yards to be dredged (including the quantity behind deflectors) would absorb
0-5617 of 1s. per yard of his unit prices. The average of the unit prices adopted by Mr.
Holmes is about 1s. 3d. Deducting the unit cost of plant—viz., 0-56 of 1s.—leaves 0-7 of 1s., or
approximately 8%d. per cubic yard to pay for all costs of dredging, including interest, sinking
fund, and repairs o plant.  Under the Napier conditions I am satisfied that the works cannot be
done at this price. In my estimates I have not included any cost of plant. My unit prices
include the cost of dredgmg, interest, sinking fund, and repairs to plant. The unit prices I have
adopted are—Dredging at outer channel, 1s. 3d. per cubic yard; hetween moles, 2s. per cubic
yard ; basin, 1s. and Is. 3d. per cubic ya.rd.

Messrs. Cullen and Keele's scheme, 1912 and 1925, provide for a tide-deflector and dredging on
the north side of same. We have seen no detailed designs for this, so have included Mr. Holmes's
estimated cost. Forming and making roads Mr. Holmes includes under reclamation. For com-
parative purposes [ provide an amount in each estimate to cover this item, and also for railways,
which Mr. Holmes does not mention.

J. D. Holmes : Commissioners :
Two Berths. Four Berths.
£

Dredging outer channel 61,500 104,575
Dredging between moles 46,175 42,963
Dredging basin .. 61,080 151,250
Dredging north of tide- doﬂeot or 12,500 42,500
Rebuilding and removing mole 26,300 34,000
Protecting banks between moles .. 4,000
Quay-wall o) (‘8] 200 (162,400
Cargo-sheds . { 9 ]mrthq« 19.800 4 J 39.600
Jranes o I 4,000 berths’) 8,000
Concrete {loors, sheds of quay ) 10,000 [ 20,000
Buoys 1.000 © 1,000
Roads, at back of Wh arf only 9,000 18,000
Railways, at back of wharf only 2,500 5,000
Moles to reduce range 40,000 40,000
Mole to tide-deflectors 23,600 23,600
428,655 696, 888

Contingencies, 5 per cont. 21,433 34,844
‘5400 088 £731,732

Cost per berth fum 014 £182,933

Total cost.

£
598,908
299,454

Or, correcting what we congsider is an undvro,\hnmlo bv Mr HO]mcs for dredging and mole, the totals
hecome—

£
731,732
182,933

Cost per berth

It will be seen that the estimate of Mr. T Ww. Furker‘r Engineer to the Public Works, who only
provides for two cargo-sheds and cement floors for same, is £660,000. By adding the cost of two
additional cargo-sheds and floors to same, plus roads and railways, his total cost, exclusive of
dredging plant, is £708,800. This is in close agreement with my estimate. 1 am of the opinion that,
including plant, an approximate estimate of the cost of this work may be taken as £830,032. My
opinion is, further, that if these works were carried out the port may at any time be closed owing to
the silting of the Outer Channel wholly or in part, and that, at the best, overseas vessels drawing
26 ft. could only enter or leave the port in moderate weather, during daylight, at high-water slack
tide, and would require the assistance of a tug to do so.

In estimating the annual ov Prhead charges I have adopted the following rates: Interest on
capital, 5% per cent.; Sinkiug fund, I per cen’r ; Renewals, 1 per ceut.; Maintenance, 24 per cent.
As T have provided for interest dnd sinking fund and repairs in my unit cost of dredging, the
additional annual charge will he—

Dredging— £ £

Maintenance dredging: £341,288 at 22 per cent... 9,385
Renewals of plant: £98,300 at 1 per cent. 983

—— 10,368

‘Wharves, sheds, and structures—

Interest : £731,732 at 5% per cent. 40,245
Sinking fund : £731,732 at } per cent. 3,658
Renewals : £731,732 at 1 per cent. 7,317
Maintenance : £731,732 at 22 per cent. .. 20,123

—— 71,343

£81,711
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TABLE H.—Mr. A, ¢C. MACKENZIE’S ESTIMATE OF COST OF COMPLETION OF
BREAKWATER.

BruAkwATER.

The following are the estimated costs submitted for our consideration for the completion of the
Breakwater Harbour i-—

F. W. Furlert (23rd dugust, 1924) —Completion of breakwater over the Auckland Rock, the
ending being in 36 ft. of water; height, 6 ft. above H.W. or about one-half the extension proposed
by Cullen and Keele in their 1912 report. The construction of the western mole, leaving a width at
entrance of 600 ft.; one new jetty, 550 ft. long by 180 ft., providing two bplthq with two cargo-
sheds ; dredging between jetties and to form a swinging- -hasin to a depth of 30 ft,; reclamation on
foreshore (sec Kxhibit 21, page 8)---£1400,000.

Cullen and Keele (2: 3 November, 1925 ) — Completion of breakwater over Auckland Rock, 1,550 {t.,
as against some 2,830 {t. proposed in 1912, Thus, accepting the lengths suggested by Mr. l‘ml\mt,
height as at present, 6 ft. ahove H.W.; western nlole, 3,800 ft. long (about similar lengths to Mr.
ffurkert’s), entrance 600 ft. wide; reclamation; dredging, 31 {t. generally, with 35 ft. at berths;
two jetties, 500 ft. long, 178 ft. wide, with cargo- aheds on each \l(]e 3560 ft. by 35 ft. ; shed on reclamation,
200 ft. by 60 ft.—£511,009, which is exclusive of engineering contingencies and plant.  Similar to
ahove, with one pier and two sheds, and shed on reclamation, alto exclusive of enginecering con-
tingzennies and plant—£393,082.

F.W. Furkert (September, 1927). Deposed to by Mr. Furkert as a safe estimate—

£
Completion of breakwater. . . .. .. .. .. 185,000
West mole .. .. .. .. .. .. 35,000
Wharf, 600 {t. l>y 200 ft., with shed .. .. .. .. 120,000
l)ledomo . . . . . .. . 50,000
l\oel.lnmh(m .. . .. . . . . 10,000
ii.)() 000
J. D, Holines (August, 1927). See evidence, page 101 £
lixtension of hreakwater, 1,550 ft., 6 ft. above H.W. .. .. 386,800
West-mole construction .. .. .. .. 330,000
Wharf, 550 {t. by 200 {t., with approach 664 1. . . .. 161,000
(‘argo-qhed 300 ft. by 170 ft. . . - . . 7,600
Four cranes .. .. .. .. . 4,000
Reclamation- wall, 2,900 ft (22% acres) .. .. .. .. 12,000
Dredging basin to 26 {t., berths to 30 ft. .. .. .. .. 18,700
Removal of Auckland Rock .. .. . o .. 3.400
Removal of other rock .. . .. . . .. 2,000
Kngineering contingencies. . .. . . . .. 47,500
U()U
(Note, —On page 101 Mr. Holmes makes the total £983,000.;
Iixtra not provided for hy Mr. Holmes on page 101—
Dredging to 31 ft.— £

Per A. C. Mackenzie .. . .. .o 24,000

Per J. D. Holmes .. . .. o 18,700

) ‘3()()

lixtra removing portion of Auckland Rock to provide 34 ft. 7 ,5( 4]
s 12,800
985,800
Mr. J. D. Holmes’s estimate for raising breakwater 10 ft. .. .o 223.000

£1,208,800

A. €. Mackenzie’s Estimale.

To complete the Breakwater Harbour and to provide four berths for overscas vessels drawing
26 ft., I consider the following work would have to be done : Extend the present breakwater 1,550 ft.,
cither with concrete blocks as at present or in stone, whichever is cheaper. The height to remain as
it is at present—i.c., 6 ft. above H.W. Construct the west mole; length, about 3,800 ft. Construct
a new wharf 600 {t. by 178 ft. Provide two cargo-sheds on wharf, 400 ft. by 35 ft., with roadway
hetween sheds and 4 ft. below deck-level. Provide two railway-lines in front of sheds and one at back
of each shed on roadway. Provision to be made for cranes in case they are required. Provide wall
for reclamation somewhat as shown on Cullen and Keele’s 1925 plan, about 2,900 ft. long (see Plan B,
Commission’s Exhibit 3). Provide for dredging between wharves and swinging-basin to 31 ft. below
low water. Remove portion of the Auckland Rock at entrance to 34 ft. and other rock in enclosed area
to 31 [t. As the trawlers and small coastal vessels are well provided for at the Inner Harbour, which

10—H. 154,
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will provide more room than required if the main peortion of the lghtering is eliminated by the ¢ cm
pletion of the breakwater, I do not make any provision for thew in my estimate for Breakwater Harhour
extension.

It will be noticed that a large discrepancy in the estimates xubmitted is oceasioned by Mr. J. D.
Holmes having thought fit to nmlw provision in his estimates for raising the whole of the breakwater
a further 10 . abovc HW., or 16 ft. in all. The following is a short summary upon this subject of
the opinion of the designer of the breakwater, John (‘oodnl] M.Inst.C.E., and other eminent civil
engineers, who have undonhted]v had vears of experience in the design, (’omtru(tlon, and maintenance
of h‘nbour works 1—

J. Goodall (1884), sayx: “ In this section is shown in plain lines the su]')erstructure of the break-
water, &e., surmounted by a p.napot wall of concrete, &c. The cost of the latter is not included in
{he estimate, as it will not be advisable for years, until the work has thoroughly subsided, to attempt
to build the parapet wall.”  (See lxtract 1, page 16.)

Messrs. Bell and Scott in their repurt of May, 1884, state: " We consider the height of the
breakwater—namely, 6 £t above H.W.—is not sufficient for the safety of <hips inside, &e., and that it
will be found neces baIV sooner or later to raise a parapet to keep heavy seas from sweeping over the
works.”  (See Wxtract 1, page 18.)

J. Goodall in his report of May, 1884, in reference to Messre, Bell and Scott’s suggestion that the
breakwater must be raised sooner or la‘mr points out that the 6 ft. height was designed for economy,
and that a low breakwatvr without a parapet did not require so wide a base. (See ixtract 1, page 20.)

Messrs. €. Napier Bell and J. P. Maxwell reported in 1894 upon the damage to the breakwater
in the severe storm which tock place in e cbnuuy 1894, and were particularly asked to advise means
to prevent further damage and to advise as to future construetion. They considered that the width
of the conerete was ample, and to protect same from further damage recommended piling heavy masses
of rnbble blocks up to high water. This was done. They go on to state, “ Although we think it
necessary to thus strengthen the exposed part of the structure, we do not look upon the dumage
sustained as a serious failure, &e. There is no alternative, now that a great extent of the structure
is built, but to continue the design as we find it, &e.  We consider that the best method of expending
the money in hand, so as to make the works as complete as possible, is to finish the breakwater to the
Auckland Rock (see Exhihit 1, page 26). The recommonda‘tion for these repairs and the extension
of the breakwater as designed—.e., 6 ft. above high water--have heen carried out, but the breakwater
1s still some 1,200 ft. from the Auckland Rock.”

Mr. F. W. Marchant in his report of 1906 recommends the completion of the breakwater, and
says,  There is no doulit whatever about the complete stability of the work as it is now being con-
structed, &e. No bugf‘esfl()ll can be offered for improvement of either design or detail or in the manner
of Workmg opercmon,s (See Exhibit 6, page 2.) He, however, goes on to state, “In order to
render the water in the enclosed areas as calm as possible a parapet along the first cant of the
breakwater and the piling-up of more blocks on the wave-breaker on the second cant would almost
entirely stop any water breaking over into the harbour.” (See Exhibit 6, page 3.)

Messrs, Maxwell, Williams, and Mason in their report dated July, 1909, recommended the com-
pletion of the breakwater upon the lines upon which it was then constructed, which they point ont
had proved quite adequate for the purpose. (See Exhibit 9, page 6.)

Messrs, Cullen and Keele in their 1912 report recommended that the breakwater should be Im\(‘(l
101t  (Ree Kxhibit ]4 page ¢} In then‘ 1925 report they evidently reconsidered this matter, as
in Exhibit 21, pages 6 and 7, they state, ©“ We recommend that the type of section for the extension
should be tho same as that of the existing hreakwater. The latter appears to have stood the
exposure well without any serious injury from wave-stroke, &e. It congists of a rubble foundation
brought up to a level of about 19 ft. below low water, on which concrete blocks are built up in a
rectangular section 25 ft. wide* to a height of 30 ft.—-i.e., to 6 ft. above high water, spring tide, with
a wave-breaking apron of large stones and concrete blocks on its seaward side.”

Mr. Furkert in his ev1dence on page 325(?) points out that Messrs Cullen and Keele modified their
1912 recommendation, and in their 1925 report adopted 6 ft. as the lieight of the breakwater above
high water; also, on page 526, in referring to his own estimate he states, “I worked approxi-
mately to Cullen and Keele’s latest plan in taking ont the quantities in regard to the breakwater
and mole. I did not think it necessary to take the moles 6 ft. above high-water mark, and made
reductions in quantities accordingly, &e. T think T allowed 2ft. 6 in. above high water for the
moles.”

From the foregoing it will be seen that Mr. Goodall, the designer of the breakwater, had most
excellent reasons for not including the provision of a parapet- at least, for many years. Therefore,
prior to the laving of the fﬂlllld‘LtIOH stone in 1887, the only engineers of sfandmﬂ who thought a
parapet should be provided were Messrs. Bell and Scott, which, in “their opinion, was required for the
safety of ships. Up to 1894 the Gladstone Wharl had been constructed and the second ecant of the
breakwater was in progress. In February, 1894, a storm damaged the breakwater, and Messrs. Bell
and Maxwell, who were commissioned to report (1) on the present condition of the works, (2) to devise
means to prevent further damage, (3) to advise as to future construction, do not recommend the
addition of a parapet. In 1906 Mr. Marchant recommended a parapet to render the water in the
enclosed area as calm as possible and to stop any waves breaking over into the harbour. Messrs. Max-
well, Williams, and Mason in their report.of 1909 do not recommend a parapet ; and finally Mr. Fur-
kert in his 1921 report and Messrs. Cullen and Keele in their 1925 report de not recommend the eon-
struction of a pmapet Since the breakwater was used by shxppmg we have only Mr. Marchant and

* Norg,—-This should be 361t wide.—A.(LM,
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J. D, Holmes whe consider a parapet necessary ; and as Mr. Marchant only advises it to
prevent seas coming over and to provide calm water, and as the evidence tendered to your Commission
was that seas coming over the breakwater did not cause rough water, we are left with Mr. J. D. Holines
as the only advocate tn 1927 for the provision of a parapet. I am of the opinion that as the Breuk:
water Harhour has now been in use for thirty years, and that as no serious damage to vessels has taken
place, that there is no justification for the inclusion of the additional cost of a parapet in My, J. S,
Holmes's estimate, and therefore eliminate same from further consideration,

The greatest dlbcrcpancy between Mr. J. . Holmes and Mr. Furkert’s evidence arc their respective
estimates of the west mole. T have taken out the quantity of rock required in accordance with Cullen
and Keele’s 1925 plan, and find that after deducting 40 per cent. for voids and adding 10 per cent. for
loss in settlement, 180,000 solid cubie yards would be required. At Mr. Holmes’s e estimate of £330,000
$his works out at £1 16s. 8d. per cubic yard.

Mr. J. D. Holmes (page 102 of evidence) mentions that Cullen and Keele's estimate of £49,690

equals o unit cost of 4s. 4d. per cubic yard.  The £49,690 therefore represents 229,515 cubic yards,
Whl(/h must be taken as Mr. Holmes’s estimate of the gquantity of stone required. On page 102 he states
that he adopted 15s. as his unit cost. [ would pomnt out that 229,515 cubic yards at 15s. equals
CL72,136, and not £330,000 as given by Mr. J. . Holmes on page 101 and includer in his estimate.

Mr. Furkert states that Mr. Clapeott, Borough Engineer of Napier, informed him that local quarries
near the Bluff were supplying the Council with spalls at 4s. 6d. per yard.  Mr. Furkert considers that
even if stone had to be brought fifty miles by water the cost would not exceed 12s. per cubic yard.

Mr. Furkert suggests that there is no necessity to construct this mole to a greater height than
2 ft. 6 in. above high water. See his evidence, page 526. This will reduce the qlmntltv required to
140,000 solid cubic yards, which at his estimate of £85,000 equals 12s. 0-14d., which agrees very closely
with his unit price of 125, as per his evidence, page 375.

Messrs. Hay and Rochfort estimate the cost of stone from the Lighthouse Reserve at 4s. (sce
Exhibit 46, page 2).  Mr. J. P. Kenny, Secretary to the Board, in Exhibit 155, gives the cost of rubble
as Bx. 6d. per cubic yard.  Adopting Messrs H(w and Rochfort’s estimate that 20 per cent. of the
Dluft at the Lighthouse Reserve would be stone (see Exhibit 46, page 2), and also that the height of
the bluff at the base of the breakwater i« 300 ft., about 2 acres would be required to ,supplv the
180,000 cubic vards of stone required, and the surplus spoil would almost complete the reclamation
of the North and South Ponds, which, per Hay and Rochfort, require 815,000 cubic yards.

The cubic yards in 2 acres, 300 ft. deep, equal 968,000. 180,000 cubic yards required for the moles
leave 788,000 for reclamation purposes. As 2 acres can readily be made available on the outskirts
of the Bluff Reserve, and as the foundations for the present breakwater were obtained from this
source, I see no adequate reason for looking elsewhere for the stone required for the construction of
the west mole.  After allowing for all contingencies, such as somewhat confined working- space, and the
sclection and reserving of the larger stones for the western face of the mole, T am of the oplmon that
10s. o yard is an ample price to allow for obtaining the stone required and placing it in the mole. My
estimate for this portion of the work 6 ft. above hmh water, as designed by Cullen and Kecle, is there-
fore £90,000.  In the event of its being decided to (Ldopt Mr. Furkert's suggestion of reducing the
Leight to 2 ft. 6 in. above high water, the “estimated cost could b reduced to £70,000.

I note that in Mr. J. D. Holmes's detail of estimate of hix £3: 30,000 Jor the mole he provides
for the expenditure of £225,000 for a conerete apron, for which 1 can sce ne justification, us the
whole of this mole on the lee side of the breakwater is well protected Trom the heaviest scas,

EXTENSION OF BREAKWATIR,
I regard to Mr. J. D, Holnes's estimate for the extension of the breaukwater at £386,800 he gives
the following details :—

Breakwater extension, 1,550 lineal feet (at present level)— £
Conerete in cap : 45 000 cubic vards at £2 15s. - .. . .. 118,000
Conerete in blocks : 72,000 cubic yards at £2 15s. .. .. co 198,000
Rubble in foundation : 59,000 cubic yurds at £1 .. .. .. 59,000
20 per cent. allowance for loss: 11,800 cubic yards ot £1 .. .o 11,800

386,100

T the first place, 1 do not agree with the quantitios adopted by My, Hobnes, T estimate that
to extend the breakwater 1,550 ft.,, with conerete cap and Dblocks and ballast foundation, the
following materials are required: Concrete cap to breakwater, 20,000 cubic vards; concrele
blocks in breakwater. 42,000 cubic yards; concrete blocks, wave-breaker, 18,000 cubic vards;
hallast foundation, 45,000 cubic yards.

The next question is as to why Mr. Holmes should adopt £2 I0s. a cubic vard as the unit
price of his conerete, when the Board’s Secretary gives the actual price of concrete as made by
the Board’s ('lnpl(wee\ with their existing plant at fl 8s. 63d. per cubic yard (see Bxhibit 155), or
placed in position £1 11s. 03d.  See Mr. Furkert’s ev1dcn(*e page 373.  To justify his price Mr.
Holmes referred to tenders which had recently been received by the Board, the lowest price
price being £2 18s. 9d.; also, to support Mr. Holmes’s estimate, the Board tendered the evidence
of several contractors, whose prices for concrete placed in the moulds ranged from £1 19¢. 6d..
per cubic vard to £2 4« Lhd.  Dealing in detail with the price of £2 4s. 11d. per yard, it is
made up as follows (cost of cement in store, £5 14s. per ton): Shingle, 4s. 3d. per cubic yard of
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concrete | sand, 3s.; cement, £1 2s, 2d.: mj.xing and placing in moulds, 4s.; erection of moulds,
25, 6d. s cost of plaut, 4s.: overhead, Bs.: total, £2 4s. 11d.

1 would point out that under the Harbour Board’s specification (page 33) the sand and gravel
required would be supplied by the Board at the cost to the contractor of 3s. per cubic yard.  To (omph
with the specification for a 1-21-5 mix the materials required would be-—Cement, 1-22 barrels ; sand,
0-40 cubic yards ; shingle, 0-90 cubic yards. The sand and gravel would therefore cost the contractor
18 X 3s. = 3'9s., or say 4s. per cubic yard of concrete, as against the 7s. 3d. included in the price of
£2 45, 11d. Taking the cement at £5 14s. per ton, and assuming that six casks go to 1 ton, the cost
per cask cquals 19s. and the cement required £1 3s. 2d.

In Exhibit 173 Mr. Kenny shows that two drivers and about ten labourers are required to operate
the Board’s mixing plant, fill the moulds, and place the spalls.  Allowing £1 per day for driver and 16x.
for labourer, and that the output is 83 yards per day, as shown in Exibit 173, the cost of labour per
vard is 2s. 49d., and not 45, ag included in the price of £2 45, 11d. It should be noted that the price
of 2s. 4-9d. includes fixing moulds and placing spalls.  This eliminates a further item of 2s. 6d. per vard
included by the contractor. In reference to the 4s. included in the £2 4s. 11d. for cost of plant. [ wonld
point out that the Board specify in their printed conditions that the plant required for the completion
of the breakwater will be hired to the contractor at the following rates: Browning crane—4 hours or
less £1 s, eight hours or less, £2 10s. ; sixteen hours or less, £3 15s. 1 concrete-mixer, 10s. per day
steam winch and boiler, 155, per day : dredge “ J.0.D.,” £2 per hour.  The total quantity of concrete
required is—concrete in cap, 20,000 cubic yards; concrete in blocks, 42,000 cubic yards; conercte
in wave-breaker, 18,000 cubic yards: Total, 80,000 cubic yards. An output of 83 yards per day,
H0000 — Y64,

The ouly items which can be properly charged to concrete mixing and placing are the concrete-
nixer, and possibly the steam wineh and boiler.  Presuming that these would be required for the
whole of the 964 days, the cost to the contractors would be £1,205 = 80,000 = 3-61d. However, fo
cover the cost of repairs to moulds, &c., we include 1s., as against the 4s. included in the cost of
£2 4s. 11d. Tt is interesting to note that the estimate of 4s. for pl.mt in 0,000 cubice vards would give
the contractors a gross return of £16,000. Including overhead, my estimate of the cost of a cubic
yard of concrete in the moulds, is—

£ os d

Shingle and sand . . .. . - L0400
Cement . o - .. . .. o1 3 2
Mixing, crecting moulds, cleaning moulds, placing concrete and spalls 0 2 5
Hire of plant .. .. .. . .. - .. 01 o
110 17
Overhead and insurance, 10 per cent. .. . .. R I
112 o

Less 20 per cent, for spulls .. . . . R

1 5 72

Spalls at 5s. 6d. per yard at 20 per cent. . . o001 1

1 6 84

Contingencics allowance .. .. . .. . P I T
Per cubic yard - .. .. .. LKL 90

Allowing 2s. 6d. per cubic yard for placing, Mr. J. D). Holmes’s price, in moulds, would be £2 12s. 6d.
per cubic yayrd; contractor’s price, £2 4s. 11d.; Mr. Furkert’s price, £1 10x.; Mr. Kenny's price,
£1 8s. 63d.: A, C. Mackenzie, £1 9s.

Ado»ptmg my own guantitics and a rate of, say, £1 105, I estimate the cost of extending the
breakwater ab

£
Concrete in cap: 20,000 cubic yards aut £1 10s. . .. .o 80,000
Concrete in blocks in position : 42,000 cubic yvards at £1 12s 6d. .. 68,250
Conerete blocks in wave-breaker : 18,000 cubic yards at £1 12s. 6d. .. 29,250
Rubble foundation : 45,000 cubic vards at 12s. .. .. .. 27,000
£154,500

As against Mr. J. D. Holmes's £386,800. s

WHaARF CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENTE.

Messrs. Cullen and Keele’s recommendation is for one wharf 600 ft. by 187 ft., with two
cargo-sheds 350 ft. by 35 ft.  Messrs. Cullen and Keele estimate the cost of wharf and cargo-
xhcds at about £97 per 100 square feet of wharf area, and Mr. Furkert at £100 per 100 square
feet of wharf area; Mr. J. D. Holmes at about £162 per 100 square feet of wharf area. In my
estimate T have adopted £120 per 100 square feet of wharf area, which also covers the cost of
two sheds as recommended hy Messts. Cullen and Keele. The high price included by Mr.
Holmes is probably due to his having adhered to the contract price for concrete already quoted.

Wharf and cargo-sheds, 600 > 187 == 1,122 squares at £120 - £134,640,
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CrANES.

foar cranes are provided for in Mr. Holme's estimate,  Messrs, Cullen and Keele and Mr. Furkert
did vot provide for same. However, il they are necessary at the [muer Harbour, it appears to me
that they are necessary at the breakwater, so 1 provide £4,000 for this itew.

RELAMATION,

Yor Messrs, Cullen and Keele, to provide 34 acres, £3,985; Mr. Furkert provides  acres, £10,000 ;
Mr. J. D. Holmes provides for 22% acres, £12,000.  As I sec no purpose in spending capital in
reclaiming land at the Dreakwater until it is uquu‘el I adhere to Messrs, Cullen and Keele's area of
34 acres, whiclt are required for a convenient approach to the wharves,  The sea face would consist of
a ballust mole, which 1 estimate will cost £6,000.

DREngiNG,

As 1 have estimated the dredging for the Inner Harbour for the requireients of vessels drawing
26 ft., and in that case allowed for a depth at the berths of 30 ft. and in the hasin 26 ft., 1 am allowing
in the case of the breakwater for a depth at the berths and in the swinging-hasin at 31 ft. throughout.
I estimate the quantity to be removed as 384,000 cubic yards, which at s, 3d. equals £24,000.

Auckland Rock, removal to 34 ft.; As there is no sutlicient information available to check the
guantities, 1 include the amount provided by Mr. Holmes——£10,900.

Removal other rock to, say, 21 ft., £2,750.

Breakwater Extension, £154,600; west mole, £90,000; whart and sheds, £134,640; cranes,
£4,000; reclamation mole, £6,000; dredging, £24,000; removing part of Auckland Rock, £10,900 ;
re;oving other rock, £2,750; contingencies at 5 per cent., EZl,ud() total, £44.8,130,

A comparison of the estimates for the completion of the Breakwater Harbonr are :—

Cullen and Keele (23rd November, 1925)-- £
Including one new wharf .. . . . .. 393,082
Including two new wharves .. . .. .. .. 511,009

F. W. Furkert (23rd August, 1927)

Including one wlnut .. .. .. .. 400,000
lncludmg one wharf (safe Ohf/lllldt(,) .. . . . 450,000

J. D. Holmes—

Including one wharf .. .. 975,000
Including one wharf and «lddlt]()lldl drcdgmu to ol ft. .. .. 985, 800
hl(,ludmg one wharf and raising breakwater 10 ft. 1,208,800

A, C. Mackenzie (29th qeptembcr 19‘)7)‘4

Including one wharf .. .. .. .. 448,130

In regard to plant required, the items included in Messrs. Cullen and Kecle’s 1925 estimate are
ws follows: Hopper dredge, £65,000; two steam rock-drills, £5,000: total £70,000.

1 would point out that the reclamation of the North and South Pouds would not require any
pipe-line, power-house, or motors and pumnps for boosting, as provided in Messrs. Cullen and Keele's
estimates for the Inner Harbour, as the surplus material excavated from the Bluff in obtaining the
stone required for the mole, foundations for breakwater, and reclamation moles would be deposited
{rom trucks.

In regard to a dredge, | estimate the material to be removed at 384,000 cubic yards, This
quantity would not fully employ a dredge such us the * Kaione ” for twelve months’ dxedgmg, including
pumping on shore, so the Board's obvious policy would be to hire a suitable dredge, for which in my
unit cost, I have provided, over and above Mr. J. D. Holme's estimate for opomtlno the dredge; a
sum of £8,065 per year, a portion of which will provide for hire. As this work when once unnpleted
would not necessitate an expensive dredge forming part of the Board’s permanent plant, I do not
make any provision in my estimates for maintenance for a sea-going suction or bucket dredge.  As it is
possible that some maintenance dredging will be required after completion of the Breakwater Harbour,
and for the purchase of one rock-drilling plant, I provide a sum of £20,000, which, plus the sale price
of the ** J.D.0.,” should be sufticient to purchase a larger second-hand grabh dredge and drilling plant.
In estimating the annual overhead charges I have adopted suuilar rates to those I used in connection
with the lnner Harbour. 1 have provided. for the hire of dredges, including interest and depreciation,
under the unit cost of dredging.  As the Board already have the plant required for the construction
of the breakwater, the annual additional charge will be—

Dredging— . £
Maintenance : 24,000 vards at 33 per cent. .. .. .. 900

Net plant, intercst, sinking {und, and gencral : £20,000 at 7 per cent. 1,400

2, 30()
Breakwater, mole, wharf, &c.: 448,130 at 105 per cent. . .. 45,933

m 255
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TABLE

Witness,

W. H. Hartman, master
s.8. “ Tamaroa.” Trad-
ing to New Zealand for
past twenty-seven years.

(Sce Hvidence, pages
112, 113, 114, 115, 116,
and 117.)

A, Chatfield, master
8. ““ Kaituna.” Trad-

ing here a good deal.

b

(Pages 118, 119, and ‘

120.)
W. Waller, Harbourmaster,
New Plymouth. Fx-

perierice since 1874 a
aveat deal of experience
on this coast.

(Pages 121, 122, and
123.)

L. (. H. Worrall, captain ;
retired  from  Union
Steamship Co.  Rotired
twelve months ago; ex-
perience since 1876,

(Pages 123, 124, and
125.)
A. M. Edwin, master,
coastal pilot. Been at
sca  thirty-six years;

worked Napicr weekly
for two years.

(Pages 125, 126, and
127.)

H. Collins, Harbourmaster,
Nelson. Twenty years
Harbourmaster at Nol-
son; before that 2nd
and 38rd officer Union
Steamship Co.

(Pages 127, 128, 129,
130, 131, 132, and 133.)
H. White-Parsons, Harbour-
master, Napier, Har-
hourmaster at Napier
for thirteen years ; total
of thirty-five years’

experience at sea.

(Pages 167, 168, 170,
171, 172, 173, 174, 175,
and 176.)

H. Brown, master of s.8.
“Port Methourne,”
12,450 tons. ‘Prading
to Napier since 1904,

(Pages 206, 207, 208,
209, and 210.)

H. Chudley, marine
superintendent, S ha w,
savill, and Albion Co.
At sea actually thirty

T

years, ashore thirteen
years; holds master’s

certificate ; trading to
New Zealand since 1891,

(Pages 223, 224, 225,
and 226.)
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SUMMARY OF

Tuner Harbour,

With big vessel would wait for slack water
before navigating channel ; tug necessary
at flood and ebb tides, and possibly at
slack water ; harbour safe; velocity of
current no detriment ; when entering sub-

jeeted to beam sea and wind ; if strong |

wind or heavy sea would wait outside or
inside ;. consider range would not he in-
creased by widening channel between
moles ; subsequently considered would be
increased

No difficulty in bringing the * Kaituma,”
drawing L7 ft. 6 in., into the present Inner
Harbour at high water; velocity of

current between nioles, 6 to 7 knots

Would wait for slack water bofore navigat-
ing proposed channel; would not work
proposed channel at night; proposed

Inner Harbour more sheltered than Break-

water Harbour ; current at end of moles
would tend to deflect vessel’s course;
heam sea would tend to force vessel on
to side of channel
In big seas would not attempt to take large
vessel in, even with tug; considers it
would not be advisable to work channel
at night: a tug would be required in
calm weather; the current at end of
moles would deflect vessel

Diflicult to navigate entrance to Tuner
Harbour; could only work it at slack
water once in twenty-four hours; a tug
would be required

Entrance quite safe with moderate broezo ;
channel could be worked at night ; no tug
required ; prefers Inoner Harbour 3 7-knot
current dangerous; 2 to 3 knots not
dangerous ; currents caused by tide-
deflector increase risk; always be a
certain amount of range

Wounld bring vessels inat high and low water
slack ; doubts if channel could be worked
at night 5 a tug would be required ; beam
sea and wind; would not take vessel in
if there was a range ; considerable range
in harbour at present

In ordinary weather no difficulty in working
proposcd channel : would work in moou-
light ; would require a tug; prefers the
more sheltered aspect

Doubttul ; could only be worked at top of
high  water,. and then would require
smooth water and no more than moderate
breeze ; would require two tugs ; heavy
swell would cause vessel to roll and draw
extra 2 ft.; prefer lightering in bay to
entering proposed Tnuner Harbour or com-
pleted Breakwater Harbour

NAVIGATION

EXPERTS

EVIDENCE.

‘ Breakwater 1larbonr.

No difficulty in navigating ; enter head-on
in easterly weather; prefer breakwater;
1,300 ft. swinging-basin  sufficient ;  tug
required ; safe harbour: vessel would not

. lay so steady ; bound to get range, which

i will be less when harbour compieted ;

| owners will not allow him to use prescot

i unfinished Breakwater Harbour.

Never had to leave breakwaler: liave

heen there several times,

Worked present breakwater for five years
never had to leave owing to bad weather
consider there would be vo difficulty in
entering harbour when corapleted.

Worked breakwater; never had trouble:
have been alongside in 8. seas; never
had to go past breakwater; thinks com-

. plete harbour would be a sucee Break-

I water  Harbour decidedly safer; no
trouble from range.

Worked breakwater;  occasionally  broke

things up (springs) ; stayed in all weather ;
prefers Breakwater ; can enter and leave
at any state of tide; when swell too big
worked under lee of breakwater.

Swinging-basin 1,300 ft. big cnough; cou-
s hoight of breakwater not suflicient.

Duwrivg  thirteen years as  Harbourmaster

have not had an accident ; when harbour
i completed no difficulty in entering during
l reasonable N K. weather ; only 3 per cent.
per year have had to leave owing to bad
weather ; during strong casterlies ecasier
to enter breakwater; during heaviest

\
| seas, range at present from 3ft. to
. 3ft. 6in., then not safe to berth; if

completed, consider it would be satis-
factory i every respect; in all but
abnormal weather no difficulty in enter-
ing. Maximum draught of vessel berthed
to date, 26 ft. 3 in.; if harbour completed
as proposed, no necessity for vessels to
leave breakwater owing to bad weather;
by wsing the breakwater considers saving
to vessel, as against working the road-
stead, up to 40 per cent.

¢ His owners will not allow him to use the
present Breakwater Harbour; he would
require a tug ; Breakwater Harbour more
casily affected by bad weather.

Could use breakwater Harbour at any state
of the tide: entrance satisfactory con-
sidering prevailing winds; swinging-basin
1.300 ft. satisfactory ; sees no reason why
ocean-going vessels should not use Break-
water Harbour when completed; of the
two completed harbours, prefers Break-
water, but would prefer lightering in

‘ bay to using cither.
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TaprLr J—Sunort SummMary oF NAviGaATION EXPrErTs EVIDENCE—Ccontinued.

Witness.

Nybrant Olphert, marine
superintendent,
Shipping  Co.  Thirty-
six  years’  experience
with N.Z. Shipping Co. ;
prior to present appoint-
ment in command.

(Pages 2290, 230, and
231.)

R. 1. Foster, marine super-
intendent, Union Steam-
ship Co. Thirty years
at sea and seven ashore
great deal of experience
with Napier.

(Pages 232 and 233.)

H. Hollis, marine super-
intendent, Common-
wealth and Dominion
Co. Master for line

1902-16; at sea since
1889 ; frequently in port
of Napier.

(Pages 334, 335, 336,
337, 338, and 339.)

N.Z.

TABLE K.—PLANS AND MADPS COMPRISED IN COMMISSTON'S EXHIBIT No.

a} Vitho plan of Napicr Harbour and reclamation areas.
Litho from Furkert's report.

Locality-map, Napier-—Kidnappers to Whakariri.
1855 to 1927-~Tive contour plans.

Cross-sectional plan based on Plans D1855 to D1927.

Inner Harbont:

Does not like proposed channel ; considers
600 ft. too narrow; would not work
channel at night; channel would only
be used once per day : considers the use
of a tug the first essential

I Would not care to work channel unless
| under perfeet conditions, not at night;

in under any condition

much sea ;
night ; would require one tug. During
August, 1927, vessels could only enter
orce per day on twenty-seven days and
twice on four days

would not like to bring Union Co. vessels

Considers navigating proposed channet safe
at H.W. slack if moderate wind, not too !
would not work channel at °

Breakwater Harbour.

Considers breakwater entrance easier and
safer to work; does not consider tug
would be reguired ; not much in favour
of cither harbour.

Had worked Breakwater Harbour a lot, and
never had to put to sea owing to range,
&e. ; sometimes it was hard to hang on
prefers  breakwater, as casier means of
escape in bad weather.

Once vessels inside completed harbour very
good indeed ; his company’s vessels do
not use the present Brealwater Harbour ;
when harbour completed range will be
reduced ; range is not caused by seas if
they come over the brealkwater. .

Sectional depths and sea-hottom, 1880 to 1925.

Plan of Colon Harbour.

Plan of Napier Harbour.

} Map of trading-area of Napicr Harbour Board District (hy Chamber of Commerce).
) Holmes 1906-27 soundings in red and black.

) Photograph of breakwater.

) Cullen and Keele’s plan, 1925,

m) Plan M.D. 5652, Plan of proposed dredging by Browning crane.

n) Plan of soundings, ““ Whakarire,” 10-acre pateh, 1911,

) Longitudinal section through 10-acre patch.

) Relative tidal diagram, Tnner Harbonr and outer hay.

/) Plan showing comparative contours at West Shore, indicating erosion.
)} Plan, Napier Harbour Board reserves.

Approxvimale Cost of Paper.—Preparation, not given ; printing (550 copies), £90,

By Authority : W. A. G. SEINNER, Government Printer, Wellington 1927,

Price 1s. 6d.)



=

g




3 o B
g’ l;ﬁ} 9 X
% § J 3 ﬁgg‘é | A
8 .
gk . %5&‘3}‘ Sy
HRE N SPEsEy Ik Y By
= 4 l§ A 3 333“@"? guw‘@
QQ zﬁgg /’93\ - 8§3Bw'§)§§ ‘g\%
: ik S
) ; YT N
T /| GNl § ;
d 3 s
- :il:
E 3
<
=

&
8% -
o § -
il
5T S
DT E iz 7
Syg o2 >
= E 15 \‘ :‘:;7
£ A 3 3 . N \
i " 4 \\\\\\%‘ e )
<8 g s~ 12
zZg - \ \ ,;z;* ; $%
g \s\\‘.\\\\ & (s £

o3

F Y

i -

’

b .'
5 =<
% : _
il X2
o 3 ;
3 3
5 g Z)
’ y:3 S
; 4 [ R R\
b -
! X
i o
5
Y, >
TR
il :
3 o
w1 B T
Sl g £ M E
£ i < oc
Nk £ &
By -
Yldg ¢ 3
R
1 F wwuw
A [
3 £
2 K
1
it







H—154

TVYI LS TV oYy
/
/

VAV A W A
/
/

367 31vdg
T T
!

4334
T
oS
!
!

T

s0m1
!

!

—rr T T

o0sz 00z vos
(LUCWIN T.LMINUNI WW DNIANYAWODOV.
!

\

._.. \.__
i) — HPNOGHVEA HITLVMN VI —
/
/
/

T

i
JO
/
!

uaifefee P A e R oI
(eandorg sroqsup sssemrmag
/

# im0 seenipw st paneq”
s
i
—NO/LFTTANOD OFSOASONS— !
i
/

somrenp
fuviny B P
. ..ua & )
/ o N .
2 & ~ N
/i &0 A~ N L
/ N - .
/ 2 spog | g k // ~ N S
W pusppmy; S .,.p.w/ . \ .;Vu 3 PR
» pe NN ~ R
2 NN .- - -
N N A DR DAIATOHS N Il
= o /// mt/\\ /
/¥ N e ra e
N . AR .. S — — Y70 VE ST/ VA — | \
;& 67 oo g0 oy Do N — \
PR N \ PO /
d . !
/,/ Y &‘/ \ ,\ /
e T ¥ // ! i
e vy / i /
~ ._ ‘
AN / /
, I !
Jw/ . d /
.~ ) \




e B
BRI NN




{ \ . ;"!\ 0 : _/ S . Koan Al _l/? ’. o A
z ) & :
. ] “\k( ’ & T / ‘ e
Bern. 8 [ A0N
- TARAWERA"Y xtc,:_.

Z

WHARAKI

Fryreran W Zfarnokino
\ e

¥ LPAWMU o
lf HAROTO BUSH ¢ 3695 Ky s
f 2 0

RSO UL B

RANG!

O TEHAROTY
EHARO

%; Faraheke {:\\ <
- 2778 (g’ ; ‘K
N

MOHANA BRIDGE]

2 ?~°,;ﬂ‘arapazna'

f @\) ¥ 4281

o
?,K?)ua
23508

e
\J iVaka ate
¥ 1. 3566

S~

& A LTI

2 TITIOKURA

580
g g - o
/ rmirimine 7re

Fectpocoaf
?mntai 7

Anumirs P,

TeWakd
33592 f »

PURETATIRI
“ETFTI|R°I “
o Y Frtanard
}PUKE%M d. . .. L ht/;oascr‘ -~
) 8USH o L o N\ b ad s
Gor & 17/ )

g ek HAWKE BAY

(RN Waiohi @ 1
2 «ESKD};E ' orEs - A
g275 N &

7

2

S H : ”A«
S \wm
HASTINGS, ;

N
Z o Tut
A0 MV E GRANGE
9’ 40ERN)
27D

éE‘i&&qpers K

(MATAU A MAUIL)

QOFLLL e\

F.9 4 M P Scale of” Miles
s N s T
\ —_ 1 —

‘ :‘ .:
/ 27







[H.—15a.

el D-1

/" \
T~ _NAPIER _ INNER __HARBOUR
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NAPIER  INNER  HARBOUR
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Scale
" ° 8 16Chaing

NAPIER  INNER

HARBOUR D—4
CONTOURS __SHEWING __SPIT AT _ENTRANCE — [906.

(Compi/ac from Soundings by AN Merchont deted June. /08 )

Sosle
8 a. 8
- h

68 Chaing

L

Gontro _Ling _of Oragsed _Chanael [T/ ofi—o

e =]
ey R R



5aET TS S R R, S it




(H.---15a.

Ie

~

09 B

&—

wwoyD PISeT (7

. 1.

r\\\\. wpomipe £1 - #C 1opyrop
A e 0s 151w casloyoyy

0 0A L pobpayk yiieg

Jaa

Y

sureyd gl 8 P
ejeog
(¢2/t/cr popop ‘oS ¢ sswpoyuy A vofy woy \00\\\§V

_

_

/C6) — FONVYING LV 11dG  SNIMIHS SHNOINOD _
YN0GEVH  YINNI  HTIdEN __

<4






[H.—154.

SECT/ONS AT S-CHAINS INTERVALS
ACROSS TAND SPIT
Sow owred - ‘ass LoLNDINE

- rane

~ .
T s s et . e, AT s 7 e
Stcrem 1

Low wwpa

L

Secren B

T

5%
5
<l

Sceles
Horizontat 10 L] ] 0 20 CHAINS
[WE BT S WS " —d
verticat ? N ! (‘) ‘2 4 reeT
NAPIER INNER HARBOYR

SPIT AT ENTRANCE




ity g

T




[H.-- 154,

i065r.
Fa_c./

2 - ¢ & 2 w o
3 1§ > 3
i _ S __aE e B Y - S S
A,O wn/eqg —2L SO0MmM:’7
)
om
.40
e et R anas) ?:t,§~
93,y D0 o o o SaPOG
— e - T vaoreowd
-y OCy o5z o Skl

JOgG Jyri() o/ \ 07 [SEYf Wodf SUGI[IIG 84 7/0IBEULI0)
Gnogyv Y TINAY/ YIIdV A

[5Bor







- 154.

r

!

€26/ Of SUOHDBLIOD M 22-126! Xw
SSRGS G 77 W 1 BT HedD AeTiupy 8N

P T A
2 RVIS AZIIVO0]

YRWNYS 40 4InO)

—~FVoG -
— 49340056 & !

Cc—r—r—a——x -3
00601 co0S CEEEES

CEFTITvTD AL TVAINO L NG
TUNYD VAWVYNVS OL
SONVELINT $IN08IYH NOT0D

INOFTIVE] YTNN] TFITVN

/( H
__ ! v—O )
%« Y r ) &014:
%\\ ! . HNOG&VL HINN/ ©
d
4 1 HFIIVA] eow : ;&
S _o m&q— y g
S/ ] 2 &
Y 3 4 &
7 3 & 3
7 It 3 \
1" 9 LH.LE
y~: [ 2 oy
INa) i3 ve,
1y 0)\0\”
\\ @ —\\_r\.LD h 21,
' ' e
!y iy NS, A
~ nw,“ ~ v 4
' 1
_ 3 ] /
¥ £ ' \
19 o ” '
13 : R )
' N o [
[ X ! % !
'y 1 w i g
"wh 8 3 1 a ! n
! b g P 2
rﬂ ® 1 of?
- U 2 ' K
---"a booe |
A - of \ ,«O , o2
g PR { 02 :m% !
NoYporiR E = Y T
O . ,
“moon “n_ * pee o2
R\t s ! 452, ’
= [fa ' AN ) o2
/mﬁ.. 1§
(=L ormnvINe Wy U e, sz
(= $ v
A Hy 'y, 6
1 poN e
- 1 sz
L ” ' .
i [ 19¥2 ee2
Y =y
!
i A
ia 0708 0000 e \o»_n ,40€
" e T 209
o ST e
2v

8




uwhﬁ&ﬁ




Pt

e

;> The Aldermen

|
- e L

LIMayor 1d

..
aitaRars”
o

Nethertond 4 WAIHI
% Kaiherg%PAERS "W S @
y 2
7Vu(kam‘ L\.& _c/ = )( aran, ga 6\ o o
&0 % | . N\ - .
98"y 2 %‘) oWhiteld
; T x ikaki N
HunTiy © Waihouglan, . ‘QK“"@ o> . o T
& W\_gnto o a‘o ongoma N\&? Motitild N o
Taupl”l éu“ Wt Nawart ’
oy, 000 «oV‘ Y MORKINSVILLE

3 S, Kiwitahi
o Walt:;"n
Wahdroa

Bav |of Plenty

Whale ld
g
Mata 3%

tRuakura Jng‘

M MAramara® |
& AMBR")GE . ¢Te Poi

TP,

Hinuera & e )
Or@ur’o (o ¢ % Okoroi W Sy
l \ o "ch Trau g A O Ro toth“l;wakg:\ 7 3 ‘,_ . . LAY G
R P taruru | $ N \ - T A Bav T
mmm ' A Nas < ;o %L;”PTCJ'f koS i ; e P (TP"' av
- ,‘ mem,m/,. 3 \ Vo ¢ ) . ‘
OTOROHANGA o - o % P > maru@Tokomary Bav
“pPtewa L‘) s 1 3 § . 4
angatl i :f ) . 3
r(.
<
k2 i

O
EKUITI g

WenLu
\% g LIarawera,
/ N '\é Torawers Mt
\L/ A\o aN

‘ Waxotd u - 3 % '
'p—. \) { Auamur/l/ < p \f,i"’*’fe.s *‘;j 7 olagaBay
) S . /
Puketutu © ; *‘[‘x\; ' /
= } -, ~ ~
3 » N
@e\\‘ , OfuaLm S Gable End farejand
L J/_V\./ o
2
rue Jf <
;¥ g,
& urd
t \«‘(Nv\ 2
S

AUMARUNUIy &
..

S . 4 4 .
v\r~>‘_ % __South Lafitude _

oud ,/" !

akago
wangod 1
o e Nubaka,

o;‘,b 0«9" Table Cape
i @e‘q Mahria Peninsula

'Partla’nd 1 ’?2

3 Raurlmu fonjarlra
3 Nsaufuha:
aimarino

>Lr - .‘?uapenu /
- f Horoprto i

3

v
.
n

e

l, Do Lfdale Hawke Bay

Simona.,
"

"AKUN FCofanddTd, Q © 1§ /_,». urxpapanga eetane L) '

/ Kariol, V. 7 -
'? ,a Wiy ) " i/u\ NNAPIER ~

”'II"“ ury | ) T N0meag; (4
fijhita™ =% TARADAL ¢ eeance
oawha - /L”z;
ataru ‘ \7
orlnltl AIHAPE .,\

[ onoe 'y Jutiku

MANGAWE af

akm iri Ohmgaltn d
‘fo; U !RVILLE ;'
s‘
@V,e‘ \ ]
[ane Y’
MARTON ’s
" BuLLsgy
FE\EMNG o,

Awahuri,

Q Longbum

gatann d
‘:7 P

» CTurnagain

ertyn, Ay QQ

\.'\,-

oWhakataki ho4
Castle Point @ Q

Minuig

anae }

4
N
e/ :
/ 'v( \,
-
M Hactoy 4 [







18a.

[H.

p— DLy 22N
LIRo0IBUY J DI OYIIH
o B YA Buryncue)
NOS ¥ STWION M &

~ %W/w UMOYS £1.1OA0PUD 193] OF 03 pIusdoap SvY JoY VLY
! N

IMOYS 81 PRULDYD SO Sl W)
VR34 P 0F pIusdoap oY JOY PILY

T oa A ID

" vQ\ ° -M‘

. R
. o

5C v
/ S gy

& = §

PO L1 UMIUS QOEI BUAP UIYDL sbusipunos
TYomg U GBS LBE B LayeL FhUpUnoG
¥oTY7 t4 Y vry PYnos

—— " DDIISPDOY PUD LF)OMYDAIG I8 SEUIPUNOS 10 WD/

— OQXEOF YAO0GHEH Y¥IIdN —

7

eTg UI9I6RF

-

03 2rwosd

HNOQY YN AU

., '“,

3

7
2z

o8

—_

P

LA

P
PR
22 !
22%
el
&
oSO e
—~Z3zai







"H.-- 15a.

Brraxwarer, 19927,

NAPIER







. Iy
\ e, /‘L‘{//\I 7R e

S ] i h

"("Q..‘% v, // ,//\"':/J/ -

Alternative Weat Mole.
Jo be moved hack to dotted po.

sides pretected.

N Y:\7 ..
N 7 s
g /7 ~——
i L e — T
H Tl
'C I\ P

To be Dradged
fo previcéa croes scctione/ arca

ot HOOO square feet. P

-7 - _-//,

: -~
=)

2\
-

PROPOSED
= INNER *
oF HARBOUR e
Tots/ Arca Acres

.”'4_ 3
]
n
tion !t
#nd Lhat Mole to be excended/and ||

.s__v,-'s;

‘WNepier SR~
Muf;n Blutt &
| [Bort ate s,

[H.—154.

NAPIER PORT asp BARBOUR

(AnuUR IR )
Surveyed by FW.Morchent CE. June /906

Blutf Light. Lat 392975 Long 176 S8 [T°E
NWF&C rI*s= Sprisge rise 3to4 faet
All hergit's axpraseed o fnst sbore Nigh Weter Springs

Ity)

Pynabhe KeraBeon fer B0 from NI Govt Swrvoy (G aboss 3.
AL baarings arc Magnslic

SOQUNDINGS IN FEET REDUCED 710 L W.0.8T



o oy

WEYPI Y

-

P




~—15a.

f
L

NOLUN TN S TaniNg S YIRS IPOD #INAINE O ¢ M -AllsinaAy 1

‘9 0L il

peseiy gy v teevbiy
-

-, oA

7

yw,w \....m

e ———— . -3, — T T T SAMAMALM LALLM 17 372 T
vyes ow avTs  asivIer TTT
S&s oM Serrd 40 NIUIIE SUIPYUD O, oz o or o2

r
sy 02 or o s or
sg/eng

T T T TTTTTTTTT ennsa

yore 74

A 12T Adedi o TL

v MOI227E SO S TG

e
[ T T T MELEN n S 2 e 2 2 o
Sureyde 7 [+] oS [eled
/€09
T e B e e
- -
. : - e

NN

~— ~ // g ~.1
‘ove0IHT :
..le\oflb_

«\——“’/

_ .
' i
! :
! 1
1

! "
i t
! '
! 1
1} Y

i :
\// /N s

— ~ -

g 0L  TINNEND

F T e

Wiy  NGIIVTA




PRERERAE R84

GRS




(H.—15a.

@)
19¢ 0 2°3% 10E
o’ o
ZIS'JQ . 200" 2z 3 vor
2/0°
20°
209+ 1906
2/ 6°Q
VZ . '0".
2%'3" LA
196 2/09'6" ;; ‘~O
“or
21°9
FAN

‘a o
: 30
£53. 104
59" ao49"oo
3 08
,;?g~ 19°6 20’ 90
i
2
Ry h
/59'66». 203 '€

9070
79'0~ 8a

9'0"

19°0° 200~

NAPIER HARBOUR BOARD

Soundings or /Oscre patch previous to dredging Oct ¢ to Nov #* /9l

Deplhs as ot rmearn /o waler

. 209
X
fKo0'9g
® A0,
’8°3
Foes
2 o=
£
=
—
=
=
= 20
= 203 24
= 270
Lo o~
fo'g
€0
200~ /61
19 3+
20‘3~
o g

i

il

4

.

/9°6 264A

7

Ay

o

‘93 a9a

Token by M*CO AKenneay

Sowndings showrz 1 0lack figuras (arerr on F* Moverr ber 191/
s 120 Sznvary [19/2

. red - -
- . T green - ' 10" February
- T purple - . - 29 Apri/ -
browr - : L5 August -
. - blue - 2 June /9/3.
Jo
enclosed red circ/es laker by P W Dept /[F/2V7
‘Scale




T

he 5

o L
Sk
gy *;!3

RS AT R L)

A SEH
o




NAPIER HARBOUR BOARD

[H.—15a.

SOUT H L onyz;tuclinaLSec&on t}l,rouy}u 70cac. /ba,tc/z/ (i continvation of ine of Western Prer) N+ S NORTH

LIMITS oF 10 ACRE PATCH

MEAN HIGH

L
V
w
&

i

|

|

|

30 23 20 MEAN Low WARTER /& G
< . bQ
Mo Py P N \ R
oy 0w Q{% o Q i )
Ny N N o Ny N o X X < 3 B
o K N S N SN ,\‘&’ S S © Y
N b N Yy B < o
S S o 09 (N NS AN Ny S
K ) 2 NN 2% NG oM e B 3 : \
ob ° ¥y 33 i W o fe 2 b % R &
\?ﬁ:ﬂ‘) g 2 \,\ \2 ') S0 Q:Q §% ‘2‘) ‘Nb)Q N o ;:'\) N :o’ S
N [Vl Y [ RS A S oY -~ . . B\ .
NN NS & N 28 Rk P ST
L's] % ~ N ~N
& S——x _
Botrorm MNov. £ I/ 2 —
’—_——-_’-’— .
~ 12 /915, L o e e
/9/7. - - . Bottom June i o V] - T
y h bottom Dec /4 [P0 —_— - —ct 2 L Botrom Aug /5
o o _Broker L’”e/‘? shows 2= N’: Bottom — A'QIW. 2, == 792, S

N !ﬂ- = — —————— —_

R P
——

Souno’/'njs by MrMsrtin Jan 3 /9/2
1 : Bottom of Dredge excavetion.

~<WEST Sectiornr across cerdre of patch L& W

EAS T »—

L/ M1 TS or 1O 4acre PATCH - - _
MEAN HIGH
2/14
d 20 79 /7 MEAN Low WATER /8 IG AR Nombsers or water/ine
correspory with those
Esr /o/.‘?n.

s \’\ 2 6 <o o 3 LR %

3 N 2 _ o . L3 A
o "o 0© ) Doy N v EEY <Mm ©D %
~2 o o ~ N % & : \ e 2 N
R & xR 5 a5 o 28 ot

~ % K] O N LY Do Q0 ~ %
N N 9 S 9 N ) : 90 Y
3 : Ny o by s N QN =° > N Q Q N N ;\) 5“
0o wh K o N ~a % » © O S ®™

-~ ~— 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ Q ~
N o < Na ! a Q qN 29 9 g ‘?J 2 v 2

5 _ — Botiom [fab C /92
_ —_— o — —_———— i T S A p——————
Botftom Apri/ 29 19/2. __ __ @ @— — — T —=
- —Br::;en—L /'Te ?/)on-:; l;_o-//‘om —ec IE /O/7
Scales
Horizornta/€S . . | e eo /80 Links

Botom of Dredge excevation.

: 2 / -
l/e/‘f/ca/ /-.L;-JAIJL? b a‘OFeef




s cato

e L)

Al

e

"
»

.
-
w
~ . - .
- - -
»* -
. o~ .

-
e e




(H.—15a.

L . EBB TIDE

&3

1 o
H ot ot Breaxwarer | i

1520 L 2350 MS L

T ———

i

| :

~ H
ihr ofter HW 3 i C

r. [
! ———
L —_— NS4 —_—
TURN OF 7/10E

r

o . i 5
2 hrs e [“ 930" ML ! 2245 F

3 hrs

A h’-s 793

S hrs -
T 3 CAECT 3375

6 hrs 1 [‘ r

FLOOD T/10E —

<
L']
| ;1 X
thr alter LW, & €. .
< S "
S ¢ ‘D9
a L
-
°
s
- &
: Q 5
2hrs 386 &
. TURN or ¥ 1IDE
< -
dIbrs e ¥
x <
9 il‘«
< - A
N - 3
§ 2 <
4 hrs ’: |
b ®
< ) 22T =~
E Co——— 'q
N
2
Wy
Shrs N
3 s
21
5 - —_——— MAs K
Chrs. . . > e
N
°A
1120 95
. I 2
: I NAPIER HARBOUR 3
2
¢ ~ Tide Observations - Inner Harbour §
<&
Scales
Vertical 2 H : H Sree
Horszonkl 8 | | U0 < e _Sporesr




’ : . ‘«

S SRt 9 S
bR o i i

ikl o ey, e




(H.—15a.

3 3
& !
H :
”n
]
§
X
]
' }
:
x
H
H
1
H
H
H
]
*
\
yoerg  wwoeg - 36t . . . N
¥y2018 "4 - o026/ ‘ . . A
HER Py wyng Lost . . . '
c— umosg . . »69/ . . « \
——— ydang o . 060/ . b
L ‘woID . . Lget \
L Py . . Fow
e/ 8L - . ples - . .
: g yng wmeys 158/ oM p T SeoyD
CPONIWISITY
SNV  QHVOR YOCYVH YIS woyS OISVSIY S
~— T - T Y ™
459500+ 0oz ° oo ooz

a/e0g
FYOHSINOH J0 NOISOVVT
AN FUOHS LS IM







Q@ % 7’

e
Es%@}e/ PLAN OF
é‘ " .5-1 | NAPIER HARBOUR BOARD

oY

d

AN

Reference

Reserves coloured thus {

Lands reclaimed

% LA
Y x : )
Inner Harbour

.

1

‘ RESERVES

Scale
' AR i G 40 Chains
\s/-2-20
7 g\ Beacon Suite
! G‘B 19/0. 2186.
\ \
A

Outer Harbour

Awurirs Lacoon

(14)

Balarce Area
/3/5-0-3/-24

STATUTES 1874 FAGE 169 '
1887 185 (27LSched i)

Road & Rliy.
37°2-36-48
Gaz. 1918 - 3526 4
/919 - 3512.35/3

/1920 - 43/

Mc.00543('0-)00

I S f poer anurIRI LAGOON

g1 H]



s

g

. ’\-(‘Wm Mod A,

T “.H—-* h

PO oD,

«

N

58
(N s

-

-

WL g

4 e IO
RENEE R bty

gy e

Zrsrmeme s

L e




	Illustrations
	NAPIER HARBOUR BOARD. Proposed Inner Harbour Extension and Reclamation Areas.
	MAPIER HARBOUR
	HAWKE BAY
	NAPIER INNER HARBOUR Contours shewing Spit at Entrance—1855.
	NAPIER INNER HARBOUR Contours shewing Spit at Entrance—1882.
	NAPIER INNER HARBOUR Contours shewing Spit at Entrance—1895.
	NAPIER INNER HARBOUR Contours shewing Spit at Entrance—1906.
	NAPIER INNER HARBOUR
	Untitled
	Napier Inner Harbour
	Napier Inner Harbour
	Untitled
	NAPIER HARBOUR BOARD.
	Napier Breakwater, 1927.
	NAIPIER PORT and HARBOUR
	Untitled
	NAPIER HARBOUR BOARD
	NAPIER HARBOUR BOARD
	Untitled
	Untitled
	PLAN OF NAPIER HARBOUR BOARD RESERVES

	Tables
	TABLE C.—WITNESSES WHO APPEARED BEFORE COMMISSION.
	TABLE J.—SHORT SUMMARY OF NAVIGATION EXPERTS' EVIDENCE.
	Table J.—Short Summary of Navigation Experts' Evidence—continued.


